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SOME ©PINIONS 

(ON PART I) 

Professor J. S. Mackenzie— “ The whole questioa of the scale 
of moral yalnes stands in need of much more consideration than 
it has yet received. Your paper [No. 1.] ought to be at least a 

considerable help to its further stttdj . ^ 

Professor Mackenme has since included it in his wferences 
in the 5th edition of his 

Professor .7. E. Muirhead—*' Vigorous and interesting.’ ’ 

Professor Pringle-Pattison Careful and fair.” 

Professor James Seth-*' Your study is a very^ valuable one 
and not least in its criticism of idealistic theories^ 

“ Surely deserves a wider publicity/' » 

Papers I and II were originally published in the Irtfer- 
national Journal of Ethics, Yol. SXVI» 

(ON FART II) 

Professor Pringle-Pattison-" I only now come. . . .to express 
my gratitude for your sympathetic interpretation of my own 
♦views and not less «£or your discriminating criticism of certain 
of my statements. Criticism so intelligent and sympathetic is 
always helpful and I have read your first section on Creation 
with keen interest and with frequent agreemeqj. If I have an 
opportunity of returning to the subject, I will keep all ^ou say 

carefully in view. 

I have read your book from beginning to end and have foSnd 
it stimulating throughout ” "> 
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Professor Jmnes Seth — ** I li&ve reaS it witb tlie greatest 
.^atifest and with a renewed sense of the ver^carefnl study* as 
well as acftte eriticism, which you have brought to bear upon 
the ultimate questions of philosophy. ThO' two , parts together , 
will , form a , real ■■contribution ' to ethical . and . religious philo- 
■.sophy/’ ■ ;■ 

Archbishop '‘^'I ^have'beeii reading it with great 

interest. Your eriticism of ^Dr*'BashdalI and your insistence on 
the retributive nature of pumshmeiit' strike me especially.’* 

Bishop ITmpk (Manchester), “ I think it is most valuable,*’ 
The ' l^enj ' Men, Dr. QaUoway (St. A.ndrews).—^* It is a plea- 
sure: to find an Indian thinker who is so well informed about 
recent British Philosophieal thought.** ■- 

The Rev. Dr. JR. B. QrmooU, Eorman Christian College^ 
Lahore. **I have read the chapters with much interest and appre- 
ciation. ■ Your criticisms of Idealism seem to me to b© sane and 
well taken. Smch studies will greatly help the Indian Church 
in the task of elaborating its own distinctive emphases in 
Theology/* 

Tiscotmt HaMme.^^- You have been a close student of the 
systems of thought which occupy this borderland [i.e., Theistic 
Idealism or Idealistic Theism ], and it is interesting to read how 
the problem presents itself to one versed in the metaphysical 
tradition of the East as well as the West.** 

The Expository Times (Edinburgh). “Ihough written f of 
Indian students, the book is scholarly enough to be well worth 
’ the attention of' students of philosophy anywhere.” 

Note,— 'P arts;,! and XI are not amilaUe separately ^ bid form 
■om book. ' 


SOME MORE ©PINIONS.. 


Sir Michml Sadler, K, G. 8, L ** Thank you for . . . fiending 
to me a copy of your thoughtful and pregnant book. l am glad 
that you have written on these problems with such careful 
reference to Western thought and with the ’desire to strengthen 
the intellectiml understanding between the East and the West. ** 

Professor M. JK. Mackintosh^ New Oollege. Edinburgh. It 
seems to me. done with great ekili and with notable impartiality 
of mind. Nothing but good can result from so fair and compe* 
tent an examination of the authors to whom you have giieu 
attention. I have no doubt it will further the discussion of these 
central problems of faith, ** 
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Authors Prefatory Note' 

These pages represent the fruits of some years of 
teaching and thinking in Ethics. They stand for a 
synthesis between Idealism and Intuitionalism in 
Ethics, and between Idealism and Theism in Eeligion. 
Ordinarily understood as hostile to each other, they are 
in reality complimentary parts of Truth, as all^ recent * 
philosophical development hears witness to. For every 
alternating assault of the contending systems on one 
^another, by leaving the victor enriched with the spoils 
of the vanquished, has but helped to bring the con* 
tending parties a step nearer each other. 

The attempt has been made, by a sslf-criticism on 
■their part, for the rival systems to see their need of 
each other. This method has dictated, for example, 
the choice of Martineau as the centre of our thinking 
in the first part. The point is made that Marti- 
neau’s position is striking as much for his Intuitional- 
ism, as for his tentative outgrowing of it, and 
outreaching towards Idealism, The position advanced 
■in these pages could be described as that of Intuitional 
Idealism in Ethics, and Christian Theism Jin Eeligion. 

This work of synthesis, it might be added"', has 
been forced on us by the demand t>f our practical life in 
India to-day. The newly awakened national conscious- 
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ness . has turned fiercelj tlie^West ..iielow the- 
-.externals of' the political .coniict w!?l be. fGiind\the'' 
deeper Ciash of ■coniieting ideals— moral .and; spiritual,. 
No- self-respecting people, it is'felt, can disown its past, 
and this race-conscionsnes s is casting itS' mysterious- 
spell, even on those who have. left.; the" parental.: roof and' 
wandered, away into the far' /country— the 
.whom o'ur schools- and colieges'have turned out; who'have 
drunk .deep, of the fountains of Western culture and."; 
havem^de new intellectual attachments for themselves. 

The problem of reconciliation therefore is the most^ 
urgent of our problems. The task here is one for the 
man of thought and "the man of action : for the student 
and the administrator. Our problem is : Can the two- 
systems, the old and 'the new, live together? Can 
they live, and let live ? Or, is it to be a fight to the- 
finiA and a total extermination of the one by tho- 
other ? Fortunately for our solution, the conflict is not 
with an outside foe but within ourselves. For Eoglish 
education, and, it should bo added, English Oovernment,, 
have given us intellectually a distinctively British ^or 
Scottish ancestry. ' The tonic influence which these 
agencies have introduced into our life, and which has- 
’ given us the New India, have their roots in the tradi*- 
tional British Philosophy of Common-sense-— more- 
strictly the Scottish Philosophy of Common-sense— 
which has given us "in Ethics, Intuitionism, and in 
Eeligion, Theism. - • We cannot therefore - deny this- 


AUTHOB’S PEEFATOEY NOTE 


ixv 

" pWlosopliy witlioufc ^ being© fals©' tO' onrsdves, ■, At^tbe'- 
same time, we %rer© never before' so conscious of 
defects of this philosophy as, at present. 

A just appreciation of the strength and the weak- 
nesses of the .contending ideals therefore, is , .the 
indispensable preliminary to the at*one-ment in , our 
individual and national life, and in the life of the 
Empire of which we form so great apart. The cement* 
ing of union which is taking place in the Council Halls ^ 
of the Empire, and which is such a happy felture of 
Imperial statesmanship to-day, has to have this mutual 
appreciation and understanding on our part as a 
second line of defence. How far I have succeed ed in 
this attempt it is not for me to say. But I have found 
great help from two sources. The first is ihe writings 
of British Idealism which has, in a way, anticipated 
this task and has grappled with the problem of how to* 
be true to the old traditional thought and yet out»grow 
its insularity ; the second, the Christian standpoint. 

I have not found Christian experience, I humbly beg 
to^add, an intellectual lumber; but a very present help- 
instead in all intellectual difficulty. Further, that it is 
my conviction, that in the national synthesis awaiting 
our country, Christianity will play an increasing part, 
not merely as an adjunct of Western civilization, but 
as an independent force. 

Part 1, it should be stated, was written some seven 
years back, and with slight changes has now been 
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iroiiglit up tQ^conBect.withi thu seouiad part It was print** 
^•ed for private circulation only, and tlie e^ooiiragement I 
received-^at the hands of (qualified judges led me to 
tackle the metaphysical bases of Ethics in a second 
part. But the work would not have been possible were 
it not for the generosity of my College in granting me 
a year’s study- — leave for the session of 1920— 21 ; and 
had I not spent a large part of it in Calcutta to avail 
myself of the library facilities there. I owe a deep 
debt of gratitude to tbe following institutions of that city 
for allowing me the loan of their books and journals : — 
The Presidency College; The Scottish Churches College ; 
The BishopsV College, The Oxford Mission, and the Im- 
perial Library. I also had the inestimable privilege, 
while in Calcutta, of talking over some of the ques- 
tions with Pandit Sitanath Tattwabhushan, and Canon 
Holmes of the Oxford Mission. I wish to convey my 
grateful thanks to these two scholarB for the time they 
generously gave me. 

The first two papers, of Part I, appeared, in their 
•original form, in the Intermitoml Journal of Ethics^ VoL 
JS^XVI, But they have been so muQji recast, as to be 
practically rewritten. Since its publication in the Inters 
^ national Journal^ thB has been included by 

Professor J. S.f^Maokenzie in the list of references in 
the 6^h edition of his well-known Manual of Ethics, To 
Professor Mackenzie am under very special obliga- 
tions which no formal word of thanks will suffice to ex- 



« 

AUTHOE’S PEEFATOEY NOTE si 

■press. Ever siiic0j}ur*acquaifitance'l}egan^ Mtli tie siib-^ 
:mitting through fflm of my first InUrnatioml paper, 
iaterest and sympathy in my work has not fafled' me* 
His generous and ready correspondenoe'has always been 
at my service whenever I have appealed to him for 
•advice and help. ■ And now it is a matter nf deep grati** . 
fioation and honour to me that my book is venturing out 
on its journey with him as its sponsor. 

The book is published as a College Study in our 
Department of Philosophy, and I am further indebted 
to the College for sharing in the expense of its publica- 
tion* 

N. 0. Mt'KEBJI. 

■Ewing Christian College^ Allahabad. 

May 1922 . 
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BY 

Probbssoe J. S. Mackenzie 

I gladly accede to Professor Mukerji’s 
request that I should 'wi’ite a few words of 
introduetiou to his new hook, which I believe to 
he a work of real value. 

‘Reconstruction’ is the great word of the 
present generation. On all hands we hear of 
schemes for the reconstruction of national life, 
of international modes of unity, of methods of 
industrial organization, of forms of Govern* 
men t, of civic life, of the family, of education 
of almost every aspect of human existence! 
Without minimising the importance of any of 
these forms of reconstruction, it may safely be 
maintained that the reconstruction of our religi- 
ous and moral conceptions is as essential as any 
of them. Kant very rightly characterised his 
age as an age of criticism; and he perhaps, inore 
than any one else, may be taken as marking 

the transition from a somewhat negative 
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criticism to the attempt to find § positive basis 
*'^for reconstruction in all the leading aspects of 
human life. This attempt -was carried farther 
in very different ways by such writers as 
Goethe, Hegel, Comte, Carlyle, and others. The 
publication of The Origin of Species may be 
said to have made a break in the carrying out of 
- this constructive process. The critical tenden- 
cies of the 18th century were renewed with 
fresh weapons and a deeper insight ; and it has 
been the task of philosophy, especially during 
the last 40 or 50 years, to find or rediscover the 
principles of reconstruction. In this work help> 
has been derived from many sources. The study 
of the writings of the great Greek philosophers,, 
including those of Plotinus, has been revived with 
a more thorough understanding ; but perhaps the- 
growing interest in Indian speculation has been 
even more influential in enabling us in the West 
to gain a clearer insight into the foundations of 
. our own spiritual life. The enlightenment that 
has thus been gained by us has reacted upon 
the East ; and there is no more hopeful sign for 
the future of speculative thought in both hemis- 
pheres than this bringing together of East and 
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•West, On outside it takes the form of a critical^ 

appreciation of some of the leading concSptions- 
of the East, such as the identification of the 
divine and human spirits and the conception of 
creative evolution. On the Eastern side it takes 
the form of a reinterpretation of Western 
Christianity and of those ideas of personality' 
and freedom that are associated with it. For 
task few are more fully qualified than 
Irofessor MuEerji. He has had the advantage™ 
of a thorough initiation, under several of the. 
most distinguished guides, into recent British? 
speculations on these subjects ; wl^ile, at the 
same time, he has been able to bring to bear 
upon them all the metaphysical fervour of tire 
East, with its scorn of compromise and insis- 
tence on the necessity of going straight to the 
most ultimate issues. I am confident that 
nothing but good can come of such a combina- 
tion and I can honestly say that I have profited 
not a little by his discussion of the highly con- ' 
troversial problems with which he deals. 

In writing a brief introduction of this kind, 
it can hardly be expected that I should make any* 
detailed criticism or appraisement of the 
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author’s 'work. In general, I fam heartily iir 
'’agreeiaent with the views that he sets forth; 
and I believe no very serious fault can he found 
with his statements. If any weakness is to be 
discovered in his treatment, it probably lies in 
the fact that — as was, no doubt, to be expected 
in the work of an Eastern thinker — he some- 
what overstresses the aspect of unity in the 
Cosmos. He is essentially what I am accustomed 
to call a Cosmist — L e. neither a singularist nor 
a pluralist in any extreme sense, but one who 
recognises that reality is a many in one. But 
I am inclined to think that the pluralistic as- 
pect of the’ universe deserves a somewhat more 
eJhphatie acknowledgment. It seems impossible 
to make the Cosmos finally intelligible withou:^ 
the frank recognition of a two-fold movement in 
it — what may be described as a splitting up and 
a return to unity. In more theological language, 
it would seem that God has to be thought of as 
■ expressing his nature through a world in which 
there is division and discord, but which may be 
regarded as gradually, through a long and diffi- 
’'cult process, returning into the divine unity, 
enriched by the struggle through which it has 
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passed ; and it wotld seem that we must conceive 
that it is on^y through the completion,of thio^ 
process that the potential Deity becomes the 
Living God. All attempts to state the relation 
of God to the world seem bound to fail to some 
extent owing to the inadequacy of language and 
the necessary imperfections in the thought 
of beings who are still in the midst of the • 
developing process. But there are two wdys of 
conceiving it that are probably less inadequate 
than others. One is found in the relation of a 
welhorganised community to the citizens who 
compose it ; the other in that of a great dramatic 
poet such as Shakespeare to the chaimcters that 
unfold themselves in his creations. In sueh 
relations the two aspects of unity and difference 
are conspicuously present, and neither of them 
ought to be unduly emphasized. It does not 
appear to me that there is any serious over- 
emphasis in the general drift of Professor 
Mukerji’s argument. I cannot, however^ quite ■ 
follow him in thinking that some of th»se affirma- 
tions of tmity that are so common in India, sueh 
as ‘I am God’ or ‘2'at ticam agpl can be justified,* 
except in a sort of anticipatory sense. I may add 
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^^at, so far as I caa niEke out fi^m a study of 
the ree«rd, it does not appear that Christ adopt- 
ed any such mode of statement. The passages in 
which he appears to do so are of yery (juestion- 
able authentieityj and are outweighed by 
others in which it seems clear that he explicitly 
rejects any such identification. We seem 
almost bound to believe that finite spirits 
issue from God and return to God, and that 
they are never wholly divorced from the divine 
at any period in their growth ; and that it is 
•eonseq_uently not wrong to say of each, in 
Browning’s language, that he is ‘ a god, though 
in the germ’,» but the qualification that is thus 
indicated should never be ignored. Probably, 
however, Professof Mukerji does not really mean 
to deny this. It only stx’uck me that some of his 
expressions seemed to go a little too far ; and 
this impression may be due to a Western preiu- 
‘dice., ;■ 

f.ONDON, 

Feh’uanj ith, 1922 . 
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IDEALISM S THE ETHICS OF MARTINEAU 

** Tfie Tree Universal Is the universal that contains and 

9 

explains all the particulars.” — Prof. James Seth : 

Ethical Principles.'* ^ 
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Idealism S the Ethics of teTiNEAu ■ 

Martineau on the Object and Mode of Morai 
. Judgment 

Eecent ethical development, which is* but 
the history of Idealism, has rendered Mar- 
tineau’s positioa obsolete to-day. The result 
seems to bo rather unfortunate. For, while it 
is true that Martineau ’s position requii-es, in 
the light of this development, considerable 
restating and complementing, it yet contains^ 
elements which we can never ojitgrow without 
danger to our moral theory. This remark 
applies particularly to Martineau’s doctrine of 
the springs as the object of moral judgment, 
rbi^ docti'ine, in»spite of much that is imperfect 
and inadequate attending its exposition, has yet 

seized the vital truth in this matter— to wit the' 
essential relation between the springs of action 
and the inwardness of morality or of character. 

Ignore the springs, and all distinction between 
conduct which is good and which has merely the 
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appearance of it at once disappears and moral 
scie»ce becomes obsolete.' , 

It is curious that an Etbical tlieory as that 
of Idealism, whose principal service has been the 
restoring, as against Utilitarianism, of character 
to its central jdace in ethical thought, should 
yet be the principal iustrumont in the bringing 
about of the discarding of Martiueau’s doctrim- 
on '”the subject, iSuch a situation can but 
suggest misunderstanding on both sides, and 
the need of further explanation for its 
removal. It is such a mediating work that is 
attempted here in this paper from the side of 
Martineau: It will be shown in the event, it 
'is hoped, that the difference between Martineau 
and Idealism is^not so great as it is at present 
thought to he. 

To the Idealist coming to the study of 

Martineau’s doctrine, it seems at first sight to 

make I'atioual man the spoiT of blind feeling ; 

(I) Ah Martineau puts it {Types, Yol II. p. l;]0, 3rd. Ed) From 

' tills. principle, that a man 18 moral because an iu 

BO &i as bis instincts are correlated according to a certain 
“ type, does it not follow that in order to give any aceount 
of the moralities, you inuet be .able to enumerate the 
* instincts * ; not only to enumerate them, but to describe 
tbe ‘ type * of their right correlation, and to contrast it 
with the Tarieties of wrong correlation ? Either this is 
possible, or ethics are impossibl©/^ 
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• liKike him thtv victim of the imi:)iilses of tho 
moiuewt ; to impoverish the moral life by* the 
excluding of all study of the consequences ; 
and to rob it of all organisation, of the eoucep- 
tiou of the whole. 

Putting aside, for the present, the question 
of the character of the springs, we might note 
that Martinean’s ruling out of consequences, jlud 
of the eud, from his theory is eonneeted with 
his Intuitionism. Martineau’s Intuitionism rules 
out all explanations of the good, and reaches 
its culmination in his failing to give a ground 
for his distinction, after having m«,dh it, of 
a higher and a lower among the springs. His* 
Intuitionism therefore answers ‘to the view of 
his critics as a theory av hi ch disregards all con- 
sequences' We shall here suggest modifications 
of his vieAV, modifications which he himself sug- 
gestsj though hei» never gave them the full 
weight in his theory, and which do not seem to 
us to give up the essentials of his positicyi ; that 
there is an intuitively discerned scale of higher* 

(1) Cf. EfisMall’s definition : “By Intaitionistn ia usually 

understood tlie tliat actions are pronounced rigM 

or wrong priori witliout reference to their conaefii« 
eaoes/* Tke Theorp of Good and Eml, Vol I., p, 80 * 
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and lower among tlie springs of,. action. Martr^ 
neatf’s exposition does not also bring ont the 
fact that we make our desires, and so are not 
left wholly to the impulses of the moment. His 
exposition suggests very strongly on the other 
hand, it mast be confessed, that we are limited 
to the impulses which the moment presents to 
as, and that we cannot call in other impulses, 
by a study of the consequences of our first im- 
pulses, or by an effort of the will steadily keep 
before us the higher impulses, impulses not 
suggested by the moment. This correction, or 
addition to his theory, can be made without 
giving up' the doctrine of the springs as the 
'object of moral judgement ; for we are still in the 
region of the eifds, motives, though nowEeason 
makes them. This admission of Eeason as the 
regulative factor in the moral life, and not in- 
stinct or impulses, makes another portion of his 
exposition — that which pertSins to the Pri- 
mary Springs — also untenable. As Professor 
Muirhea-i has shown, Ethics being the science of 
the self-conscious can deal only with secondary 
springs. I This ’«dll involve a change of nomen- 

(1) The Mements of Mhies, 3rd Bd. p. 93. 
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clature, but not necessarily a change of doctrine. 
We shall still be judging the springs, but not 
in the sense of unreflecting instinct, but consci- 
ously purposive desii'es 1. 

To take up now the consideration of Mar- 
tiueau’s doctrine in detail. Here, at the outset, 
we are face to face with the most glaring defect 
of Martineau’s system — the absence of the 
conception of the whole. The absence of this con- 
ception leaves his ethical theory chaotic, with- 
out the presence of a unifying principle, there 
being no explanation for our choice. But here 
we should distinguish clearly between two 
things, a distinction which is not always kept , 
in view, and the failing of which is responsible 
for considerable injustice to Martineau. It is 
the distinction between moral theory and moral 
psychology. Martineau’s moi*al theory has no 
conception of the,j5nd, but not so his moral psy- 
chology. So far as his psychology is concerned 
we are not the sport of disconnected desires, 
but they are arranged in a scale of higher* 
and lower, and unified. So as the moral! 

(I) This restatement is suggested, by Dr. Mellone in his highly 

sympathetic criticism of Martmean’s doctrine on the 
subject, l^hilonophkal Criticism &nd Construction, pn'. 
355 aihd #. 
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facOjis, Goneerned Martineau allows full weiglit 
to the end, but so far as his moral ideas are 
concerned the conception of the end has not 
emerged into his consciousness. His psychology 
is ahead of his moral theory. This distinction 
should not be lost sight of. For our ordinary 
conception of Intuitionism is that it leayes us 
tho victim of a number of absolute laws. What- 
ever justification for this A'iew might be provi- 
ded by other species of Intuitionism, Martineau 
clearly is an exception. He knows of no abso- 
lute moral laws in this sense, but of a system of 
laws (basgd on the system of springs). In this 
^ he faithfully interprets our moral consciousness. 
It might be Rioted here that tho deadlock 
brought about by absolute laws does not exist 
outside of a certain type of liituitionist theory. 
It does not exist in life. Howsoever much we 
might be in doubt and dileiiijpa, the doubt is a 
temporary and not a final phase, and always re- 
solves itself by pronouncing one spring higher 
<-than another. Life could not go on otherwise. 
The recognition of this is Martineau’s supreme 
contribution to Intuitionism, and to confound 

(1) The distiDction is Wuudt’s and is oouted by Muirbead. 
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liis typo of Intttitioaism (with a place for 

the (Aid iu the moral facts) with the oldtu*type 
does not BhoAA much discernment on our part. 
But while his morel psychology is uniinpeucb- 
able (we shall make one reservation later) his 
moral philosophy in non-existent. On the prin- 
cipal task of the moral philosopher, that of 
explaining morality, he is altogether silent. 
He does not advance iu his moral theory beyond 
the point of saying that the end in morality is 
to obey the moral laws. In short he has not 
begun to think on the ‘why,’ being only satisfied 
with the ‘how’. His thinking has not. ascended 
to the plane of ideas from that of facts. Yet 
this explanation by the end jis implicit in his 
scale, in his moral psychology, Desires, it should 
be noted, on Martineau’s theory are not merely 
good in themselves, but are also made good by 
the* end (f.e. thear place in the scale)’. 

We have rejected Martineau’s Intuitionism 

(1) Tliat aii intuitively disoeraed etMcal seal© is based on an 
end and is diHerent from th© absoliito intuitions 
of tbe ordinary Iiituitionist this us remarked on by t)r. 
Bashdall, who is also a supporter of the scale. The 
intuitions of the intiiitionist are "supposed to lay down* 
invariable rula.s of conduct j the aprmi or immediate 
' jixdgeinents which we have admitted relate to ends, to 
the relative value of diilerent elements in human well- 
being (r/ieor// of Good and YoL I., p. 9L) 
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^ in the sense that morality is not capable of 
explanation by the end. This is sometimes 
expressed by the statement that Intuitionism 
and Teleology are contradictory to one another. 
But there is a sense in 'which. Teleology and 
Intuition are not inconsistent. All explanation 
by the end in morality inTolves a vicious circle. 
Morality can be explained only by moral rea„ 
sons. This amount of joetitio priucipii we 
cannot escape without explaining away all 
morality. Good conduct is explained in 
terms of the end, and the end is again explained 
in terms ^ of good conduct,' To be specific, 
our desires are good in relation to the end, 
ifiut they are also good in themselves. The 
end gives them value, but they have also an 
intrinsic value of their own. Intuitionism in 
this sense we cannot escape, and in this sense 
we shall defend Martineau’s Intuitionism. The 
formulation of this position is rather awkward.. 

■ But that is due to the paradox of the situation 
than to the fault of the exposition. Witness, 
e.p. Professor Muirhead’s characterisation of 
yirtue.2 It is neither the good, nor the means 

(1) C/. Muirfaead, Memenfs, 3rd Ed. pp. 200*20 L 

(2) Elements^ 3rd Ed. p. 205. 
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*to the good. All absurd and illogical statement 
it might at sight be thought. But thefe is a 
real difficulty here, a difficulty which cannot 
be got round more easily and does not*admit of 
any easy simplification. We see here therefore 
that the explanation by the end instead of con- 
tradicting Martineau's Intuitioaism (that we 
intuitively discern the character of the springs) 
corroborates it instead, and therefore can be 
made to complement his doctrine instead oi 
subvei’ting it. This is excellently illustrated by 
the Ethics of Idealism itself. Idealism stands^ 
if for anything, for the end, the ex^d^ination of 
all moral laws by the end, yet it, at the same 
time, affirms intrinsic worth to^the means.’ 

It might be noted here that just as the 
prevailing tendency of Intuitionism is to wards 
the establishing of a plurality of goods, so the 
prevailing tendency of Idealism is towards the 
setting up of a barren unitary end. The truth 
in the matter, as we have seen, is tc^ be found 
in a balancing of tbe two views, i.e. by refusing to 

(1) We haYo just seen Professor Muirheat! refusing to treaf. 
virtue as a mere means. The intrinsic wurtli of truth and 
beauty the other elements of the end, are affirmed on 
pp. U)o and of his Elements. 
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treat tlie means as a mere means, but allowing 
it also some value of its own, while admitting 
at the same time that it gets its value from the 
end. It is instrueth^e to note how Professor 
Muirhead succumbs to this insistent and insidious 
tendency of Idealism — to Avit his view of the 
unity of morality as only formal.i The self is a 
Iogicp.1 and not a moral self, and the transition 
from the one to the' other impossible, as Sidgwick 
points out Avith reference to Green’s theory ,3 
That such a vieAv is suhA'ersiA'e of all moral 
distinctions has also been brought out by Sidg- 
Aviek in the same eouuoction.^ Eeason on such a 
{!'), Ehmertts, hk, Y. Oh, IL 

(2) “ Sux-iposing, tlien, ^tbat the arguraent in Book I ia com- 
pletely cogent, it still remains for Green to explain the 
bearing of it on tbe problems of Etbics: to explain how 
we are to get an * ideal of holiness*, ot au ‘infinitely 
and perfectly good will,* out of this conception of a com- 
bining, self-distinguishing self-objectifying agency : 

assuming his metaphysical argument valid, and 

his ethical view sound, there to me a great 

logical gap to be filled up in passing from tlie one to the 
other.’* Lectures on the Ethics of Green &c., pp. 11-12. 

(3; Professor Sidgwick after pointing out that with Green 
moral ^action mean? ‘properly human* — i.e. the action 
^ of a self conscious subject (p. 32), goes on to say : ** 
Observe that what Green calls a moral action in this 
pijnse is not necessarily an action done under the 
^ inf! nonce of the moral Ideal, or the desire for the True 

Good. Moral is here and elsewhere used in a %irider 
Renee, including immoral — moral meaning acts of a 
hei}%g capable of virtue and therefore also of vlce^'^ Lectures 
p, 33, 
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view boeomes j^bstract and loses its eluiracter of 
a complex unity, of the right orderiui^ of our 
desires, which it is on the true view. i And Ido- 
ali.sin tlieu ooines under the ban of its own criti- 
cism of Kantiim rigorisiu— the desires being 
out.side the end 2. If we fail to give sonic value 
to the means a.s such, then the A'eiy vvords of 
Schiller’s jest of Kantian duty could he turned 
against Idealism also, for, forsooth, unless wo 
did our duty ^of love) to our brotbei’ without 
hating him we could not attain the end ; because 
of our absorption in the, means). 3 Martineau 

(1) Cf ** It we recognise that. our desires fo.rm universe, then 

they cannot bo said to exist iodependeiitl}'. The problem 
then is to uiiderstand the nature of the is'hole within 
whicli particular desires emex’ge. If that whole is a* ra* 
tional system the desires which* -grow up,^ in it: will be 
very different from those desirtrs that might exist in a 
being ■ in' whom .reason is- not ■ yet dev.eloped. . ■ lu' .this. 
sensH, therefore, reason may be said ‘'not only to guide 
our desires, impulses, or passions, but actually to con- 
. situt« their determinate nature-.'.*~‘(Maeken,25ie, Mammt 
• of .Ethics, Sto Ed , p. 78). 

(2) Muirliead, .Eiements, 8rd Bd., p, 140. 

(3) What Professor Mackenzie says in defence of Iiant against 

Schiller’s jest-— ** that Kant always insists that duty 
must not be done/wn inclination. He ig^rer denies that 
it may bo done imth inclination” {Manual, |). 208, 
may also perhaps be advanced against our criticism of 
the place of feeling in Idealism. The Idealistdoes not 
object, it will be said, to actions being done with fear- 
ing, but from feeling (note that feeling hepesrthe 
springs). But this position is not materially clifferect 
[Continued on next page) 
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was sufficiently alive to this danger and his 
critici^in is very acute on this point.' And it 
could also be safely said that it was this tend- 
ency of magnifying the end at the expense of 
the means that kept him from appreciating the 
explanation by the end in morals.® 

While we have found this tendency in Pro- 
fessor Aiuirhead, one has to turn to Professor 
Dewey to find the full effects of it* Here we 
find Idealism in frank alliance with empireism,. 


from the extreme position tliat an action should not 
even be done with feeling, but instead logically leads to- 
it, in not having secured a validity for the feelings* 
Professor Mackenzie himself seems to assent to it wheH' 
the difference between Muirhead’s ascetic interpretation, 
^ of Kant and his own correction of it (as quoted above) 
as but a verbal (|i^^3rence after all. (Manual^ p. 208). 

(1) ** No ascetic doctrine, propounded hy the severest fanatic^. 

has ever demanded an abnegation so impossible as this- 
[the principle that things are to be sought only as means 
to moral ends]. The mortification of natural desires has 
often been claimed from the conscience but never the- 
absolute and universal extermination, here insisted cn, 
of evei’y feeling of affection or want,'' to make a desert 
where duty may reign alone ” fMartineau, JiJ$$ays &c. 
VoL III, p. 338). 

(2) You may indeed frame a trne general propo-sition, stating 

that ** t’hC supreme good of a human being consists in his 
uniform obedience to the highest spring of action admitt- 
ed by the external conditions around But, in 

^ detail, this goodwill require the preference now of one 
natural^ end, new of another, according as the compari- 
son which occasions it shifts with varying circumstanceB 
up and down the scale of impelling principles/' (Marti-- 
neau, Essay$ III, p. 361). 
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» with resiilts which are suicidal in character to 
it as a theory of morality. Keasou, we told, 
judges of the effects of actions, effects which are 
not known beforehand, and so gives value to 
them. 

We have sought so far to establish that the 
explanation by the end requires and takes for 
granted particular intuitive judgments of value. 
What then it might he asked is the place of the 
appeal to consequences in our moxal theory ? Or, 
'has it a place at all ? 

Before taking up the treatment of this 
point, it would be well first to note why Intui- 
tionism has resisted so long giving a place to 
?the study of consequences. Jt should not l)e 
forgotten that for this attitude Hedonism is 
principally to blame with its (1) purely pru* 
dential interpretation of consequences and (2) its 
taking into cqusideration only the outward and 
not the inward effects of actions. So long as the 
act was outwardly good it was taken as good, 
■the character of the doer not coming into ihe 
question at all. Now, however, that Idealism, 
has given a moral interpretation, as well, of 
■consequences - the consequences on a man’s 
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character of Ms actions— and that it has empha- 
sised the judging of the motive ’ (and not merely 
the outward efteetsofthe actioii) and so saved 
the inwardness of morality,^ the old objections 
have passed away and the ground prepared for 
an inclusion of consequences in the Intuitional 
theory of morals. Idealism has also shown, 

■ while insisting on the internal cous(3quences, 
how ^he inteimal and the external go hand 
in hand, and how the moral good is also 
the social good and vice versa, without the- 
giving up of the inwardness of morality. We 
can therefore in support of a virtue, or of a 
proposed course of action, appeal to social 
health, yet not, like the Biological Evolutionist,, 
deny intrinsic worth to virtue s’. 

To come now to the place of consequences, 
in moral theory. The appeal to consequences 
we think (1) points out to us the portion of the 
ethical scale really in question, and (2) it helps 

'(1) Muirliead : Elements^ 3rd ^d. pp, G2— 64, Soc. 23. 

(2) (conduct vlxjch issties from regard for tlie Utili™ 
tariaa sanctidn) may conform to a certain type and be 
externally., indistinguishable from good conduct, but it is- 

r not good,*' Muirhead, p. 107. 

(3) Of, Professor Muirhead’s'' explanation of the wrongness of 

theft, p. 27, with what he has to say on *The Meaning- 
of Virtue/ p. 205. " ' ■ 
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,^us to find the riglitfal place of a spfing in tlio 
sealg. ^ 

Consequences not only make an action 
right, but Kelp us to find out the right. The 
appeal to consequences has therefore to be gh eii 
an integral portion, with the appeal to intui- 
tions, in our judgments. This is another serious 
coinplementing of Martineau's position, and 
another of his glaring defects which eritleisui 
has brought to light. We shall presently ask 
whether it subverts or only fills out a shortcoui- 
ing. But here we might pause and note that 
intuitions have always to be related to the 
circumstances, or we should rather Ifait for the 
circumstances — the study of the case in ques- 
tion— to unfold the pertinent 'intuitions to us. 
Morality is above all things concrete, and 
in the past this abstract reference to intui- 
tions by Intuitionists has done much to bring 
their theory into the present disrepute. And in 
practice it has encouraged a habit of mind which 
has refused to learn by experience, thus making 
our moral life formal and shrunken and reducing 
it to a province of life — conscience a special » 
faculty — while it should have the whole of life 
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lor its province. It h^s also given point to the- 
criticism that Intuitionism helps to keep eei;tain 
feelings uppermost {e.g. pity, love &o.) what- 
ever the circumstances, and so judges feelings 
irrespective of the objects to which they are 
attached.' The resulting Pharisaism and dog- 
matism in practice of such a theory has been 
pointed out by Professor Dewey 2 and cannot fail 
to be'noticed in life. 

To the study of consequences we owe the 
healing of the breach between ‘morality’ and 
‘wisdom’ or ‘commonsense’, and the clothing of 
the attenuated morals of the mere Intuifcionist 
with flesh'attd blood. In short, the introduction 
■ of sanity in morals, the not making of your 
standard too high, or (we should not forget 
this) too low, we owe to it. We whole-hearted- 
ly accept therefore Dr. Rashdali’s statement on 
the place of consequences in moral judgement, 
not alwmys ” he points ofit “ practically 

(1) That th« Intuitionist judges feelings wTadmit. iThTlTir 

meant that (as a result of his not giving consequences 
then wghttul place) he fails to relate the aiiproved intui 
tion to the rest of the intuitions, and so, ^^ftener ?£n 

not, fails to arrive at the right judgment under the cir- 
cumstances But It loaves open t e question of the 
springs and of their posesessing a value of their own. 

(2) Dewey and Tufts, Ethics — ^p.p. 251-262. 
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necessary to look to the ultimate end before we 
judgp, and act upon, our judgment : but,, until 
we have done so, we are never sure that we have 
reached one of those ultimate moral judgments 
which represent an immediate deliverance of 
Eeagon, and which no further knowledge of facts 
and no demonstration of consequences can possi- 
bly shake.” • 

Now we take up the question whether this 
allowing of consequences subverts, first, Intui- 
tionism and, secondly, the ethical scale, or not. 
The consequences of springs have to be studied, 
we urge, not because the springs are^nat good in 
themselves, but because the consequences 
might reveal that there are otljer springs good 
under the circumstances. The revising of our 
judgments as a result of consequences not fore- 
seen is very well described by Professor Dewey- 2 
But this in no lyay contradicts the springs being 
good in themselves, seeing that as Professor 
Dewey himself brings out — the consequences 
could not be known unless we knew the corrss- 


(1) The Theory of Good and Evil^ Yol L p. 95. 

(2) Ethics, Dewey and Tufta : p, 261. 
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ponding springs first/ The consequences are# •• 
but |be springs considered as results and, not 
as inducing causes. 

This admission (of the identity of the 
springs and the consequences) may prepare us to 
meet a position into which ve may he in 
Some danger of falling. We may admit 
intuitions, and yet reject Intuitionism on the 
ground that in cases of conflict of intuitions, 
and in cases of the determining of excep- 
tions to the moral rule intuitions are helpless, 
and it is consequences that finally decide. Here 
we are at the second head of our argument • 
whether thd appeal to consequences subTerts the 
ethical scale or not ; or, whether the appeal to 
consequences renders superfluous intuition in the 
deciding of the higher spring. Dr. Easbdall has 
most convincingly refuted the Intuitionism which 
lives in defiance of consequences. But he has 
also shown us that no amount of argument from 

(I) Ethics, Ifewey and Tufts : p, 254. It should be mentioned 
" however, that in certain places Professor Dewey seems to 
equate the springs to mere impulses and so denies value 
to them. Reason which organises these blind impulses 
thus becomes an abstraction and we are committed 
to the suicidal position of evolving morality out of 
irn -morality. 
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, 4?onsequeiices will Help uS to see that one spring 
is higher than another' unless we already had an 
mtiutive perception of it.' This is evident from 
the fact that the same facts after they haveleen 
elicited hy the study of consequences fiaB ia im- 
portant as defining for us the place and limita- 
tions of this principle) have difiPerent value for 
different minds. A consequence, as we have 
seen, will not be evident unless we have an in- 
tuitive perception of the corresponding spring of 
action. Take the ease, e.^., of the missionary 
leaving his field on grounds of health* A man 
who objects to such a thing being ever justifiable 
perhaps shows that the care for the human body 
does not enter into his ideal of life. The mai|^ 
who objects to the claims of culture taking prece- 
dence ever to the claims of social service shows 
that he is insensible to the place of culture in 
life. The man who objects to the giving up, 
under any cireuia stances, of social service at the 
call of duty to family shows that there are some 
elements lacking in his understanding of the 

— — ^ : : — . — Jit 

1 Cf» course if any one disputes such, a view of the case 
[i e., the result arrived at by a study of the cons©- 
quencesj, we have nothing to say. As in all questions of 2 
ultimate etids, argument is impossible.*' Eashdail, The 
Theory of Good and Evil, Yob I, p* 29. 
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importance of family' duty. We cannot tof? 
often emphasise the fact that the appepl to 
consequences does not do away with the appeal 
to intuitions — the consequences not being differ* 
ent from the springs, but only the springs 
viewed from another angle (as effects and not 
as inducing causes). The appeal to intuitions 
is to be corrected by the appeal to consequences 
and'the appeal to consequences, in its turn, 
involves the appeal to intuitions. This, we 
take it, is Dr. BashdalPs position in the quo- 
ijiations already made and in the following ex- 
tracts : “ There would be little objection to the 

claims T^ich the Intuitionist makes for his 
intuitions, if only he would admit that they 
are subject to ‘appeal, though it is only an 
appeal to the same tribunal which pronounced 
the original judgements — an appeal (to borrow 
an old legal phrase) a conscimtia male, infov'^ 
mata ad conscientia melius informandum. So 
long as the intuitive judgment runs in the 
form, ‘This is right, it is always liable to be 
■ reversed on a wider survey of consequences. If 
jt be turned into the form, ‘ This is good,’ it 
cannot possibly be reversed (supposing that the 
man’s ethical ideal be a true one), though the 
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Resulting duty may appear different Tflien this 
isolated judgment is brought into compaaison 
with other moral judgments affirming the 
superior goodness of some other end.” ' Again, 
‘‘ What then is the difference between the 
intuitions which we have rejected and the intui- 
tions which we have felt ourselves compelled to 
accept ? The intuitions of the Intuitionist are 
supposed to lay down invariable rules of 
conduct ; the a priori or immediate judgments 
which we have admitted relate to ends^ to the 
relative value of different elements in human 
well-being.” ^ 

How then does this position differ from 
Martineau’s intuitively discerned ethical scaler 
Both agree in the admission of the ethical scale, 
but Martineau does not bring out the place of 
the appeal to consequences fully in our moral 
judgments. As we have said, on this point 
he needs supplementing — the supplementing by 

{ 1 ) The Theory of Good and Evil, Yo\. I, p. ^ 

(2) The Theory of Good and Evil, Vol. I, p. 91. 

(3) As Dr. EasEdall points out " Martineau might point to 

not a few passages of Lis book where the calculation of 
coDsequences is admitted to haye a place in morals/" 
See Theory of Good and Evil, Vol. II, pp. 120—121, 
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a position like Dr. Kashdall’s. Again Martineau 
fails 'to bring out fully' that the scale as he 
gives it is not a rigid one, but admits of excep- 
tions, and that the exceptions, as well as the 
rule, are discerned by intuition (after a study 
of the consequences). 

These modifications or supplementing of 
Martineau’s scale — for they do not touch the 
essentials of it — better prepare us to meet the 
criticisms which have been levelled against it. 
In this connection Professor Sidgwick’s criticisms 
are the most exhaustive and have had most 
weight, a ^ 

His criticisms fall under two heads. Very 
rightly he confin-es himself to the underlying 
principles rather than to the details. We shall 
follow him in this. The first criticism is that 
there is no invariable ranking of higher and lower 
in our springs of action. And the second is that 
not a consideration of the pairs of springs in 
the abstract, but a consideration of them in the 
light of the end decides their value. To the 

- (1) Notices of exceptions to the scale are not, however, alto- 
gether absent from his pages See his exceptions to 
Yeracity (Types, II, pp , 260 and ft) and the illustrations 
on p. 220 (VoL II, Types), 
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Second criticism is adde^, as a corollary, that 
therefore not motives but consequences 4®cide 
the rightness of a coarse of action. 

The first oriticism that there is no invari* 
able ranking of impulses is based on our some- 
times preferring a lower spring to a higher. But 
what Professor Sidgwick has in mind in the first 
part of his discussion under this head is more the 
allowing of their legitimate fulfilment to the 
lower springs than what we would consider to 
be really preference of a lower to a higher 
spring. It is cases where we have “the unsea- 
sonable intrusion of the higher motive ”, to use 
his language, that Professor SidgAvick. has here 
in mind i. The question therefore that he raises 

(1) doubt this impulse or group of impulseB {i, e. Love of 
Ease and Sensual Pleasure), is continually leading men 
to shirk or scamp their strict duty, or to fall in some less 

definite way below their own ideal of conduct still. 

Common Sense surely ^ recognises that there are cases 
* in which even this impulse^ ought to prevail over 
impulses ranberd much above it in Martineau’s scale : wo 
often find men prompted — say by Love of Q-ain or Love 
of Culture — to shorteu unduly their hours of recreation; 
and in the case of eonfiict of motives under such 
circumstances we should judge it best •that victory 
should remain on the side of the ‘love of ease a^id 
pleasure,* and that the unseasonablo intrusion of the 
higher motive should be repelled. Hence we look not 
only with indulgence but with satisfaction when we 
see a man, who is in,, danger of ‘overdoing. it* in either 
business or study, seduced by a friend into idleness or 
amusement. TAe Ethics of T, Green etc pp. ^58 — 359. 
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liere IS not that of exceptions invalidating the' 
scale Jjut the justifiability of a higher and lower 
consistently with a satisfaction of oiir lower 
desires. Professor Sidgwick here seems to be- 
labouring under the impression that for alower 
spring to have its legitimate satisfaction is tj>so 
facto the denying of the scale; that, mother 
words, the organic conception of the moral 
end— the conception which makes all our desires 
good in their places and bad outside of them — is 
an untenable one. 

But a real exception to the scale— the actual 
preferring of a lower to a higher spring - is sug- 
gested inT-rofessor Sidgwiek’s other illustration 
where Eesentment which is lower in the scale is. 
sometimes preferred to Compassion which is 
above it.' Such a case demands to be consider- 
ed if the scale is to be taken as valid at alL 
Idealistic writers have too often hastily conclu- 
ded from the presence of exceptions that the 
scale has therefore no value at all, or has at 
most in Sidgwick’s language, “a very subordi- 

■ .pt . . 

n<ate ethical importance. ” {Lectures p. 360).2 

(1) Lectures : p 358. 

(2) 0/ Muirhead’s strictures on a grouping of virtues based on 

relative importance. Elements, 3rd Ed. p. 208. A di:fferent 
note is struck, however, on p. 204. 

I 
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* ^ut Idealism cannot afford to use this language 
of Hedonism, for a belief in the scale is •hut a 
different way of expressing the qualitative 
difference in ideals which Idealism has done so 
much to emphasise in its criticism of Hedonism. 
Idealism therefore cannot accept the Hedonistic 
conclusion without denying its own prefuises. 
We should remember that with the belief in the 
qualitative difference in ideals goes the belief in 
the unity— material unity of morals, and to doubt 
this material unity is but to accept the rela- 
tivity of morals in the sceptical sense. Professor 
Muirhead’s position of a formal unity in morals ' 
is thus consistent with his disbelief in the value 
of an ethical scale. Idealism has to learn, ia 
this matter, that it cannot run with the hare and 
hunt with the hounds at the same time. Its 
own logic requires an affirmation of the scale.. 
So that it is incumbent on Idealism and Intui- 
tionism alike to explain these exceptions. Pro- 
j fessor Sidgwick’s present illustration of an excep- 
/ tion to the scale, it seems tons, could be covered 
' by the existence of moral disorder, or of an imper- 
fect state of society. It is the ease where we 

(1) ElemeniSf Bk. Y. 
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depart from the principle that “ right is might 
:to“m?ghti8 right” and the weapons of unreason 
have to be used because of the absence of 
reason.' 

But there is still another type of excep- 
tions to the scale which will persist even in the 
perfect finite society, as for instance when a 
inati^eels it his duty to devote himself to self- 

(1) Cf. from Professor Henry Jones’s able vindication of tbe 
justness of England’s engaging in the great war : The 
situation of the European world is at present in the last 
degree tragical, just because it leaves to an honourable 
and unsellish people as its highest duty, a duty for which 
all the felicitous ways of peace have to be abandoned, 
to put its own citizens to the slaughter, and if it can 
gain its^^nds at no lower cost, to ** bleed a great country 
^ white ; ” Tragedy consists in just such such a confusion 
in the moral world, and contradiction between its ele- 
ments. This tragedy of the nations differs from others 
in no way except in its awful magnitude. Just in so 
far as a people respects its own character, makes moral 
issues its supreme concern, refuses to betray its trust 
and destroy the conditions of international good faith, 
will it use the weapons of destruction. But just so far 
also will it rue the deeds it has to perform, value and 
pity the lives it must take away. But it has no escape. 
There is no right thing lej^ in the world to do, JU very 
he&t^ its duty, is the tragical choice between two great evils, 
[The italics are Prof* ssor Henry Jones's]. So much wrong 
has bifen committed in the past, the sway of folly has 
^ been so wide, the gprowth of the wickedness of men ha» 
been so rank, and their affairs are now so entangled, 
that the way of righteousness, in which the simple walk 
without erring, is no longer open. The powers of the 
moral world have been challenged, and their messenger®, 
the Divine Aveiagersj have come/' {The Mibberi Journal, 
¥ol. Xin, No- 1.) 
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* \^ulture—whicli is lower in the scale — than social 
service— which is far above it. This tjipe of 
exceptions has been forcibly pressed on readers • 
of Martineau by Dr. Kashdall’s ci'iticisms. * 

And here we have another supplementing of 
Martinean’s position by Dr. Eashdall. These 
exceptions are explainable only on a theory of 

vocation, and Martineau’s principle “Follow the 

Highest ” has to bo interpreted in the light of 
our vocation. This explanation is but, in differ- 
ent words, the explanation of duties from the 
organic conception of society — which again, is 
one of the contributiona of Idealism to Ethics. 

It is only on such a basis that the good of one 
can be reconciled with the good of all. And it iS 
neither a giving up of the scale, as it would be if 
we interpreted it so as to make certain virtues 
the monopoly of certain classes—as we have it 
in Plato and in the Indian caste system. Bat 
this would be to sin against the essential unitys 



(1) Ohap. on Vocation .* Theory of Good and Evil, Til, IL 


(2) ** It is true that he [Plato] seems to eifeot this socialisation 
by assigning separate virtues to the different classes in 
his State, and thereby to sin against their essential unity. 
But this severance is claarly not meant to be pressed 
beyond the recognition of the relativity of the value of 
any particular excellence of character to station and 
circumstances/' Elements, p 211. 
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of virtue, as Professor Muirkead poiuts out. Our 
duties raigkt be different — one a sekolar, ’ aii- 
otker a minister, and so forth — but we may still 
own allegiance to the same ethical scale. Occa- 
sions frequently arise which furnish the proof 
of it, as when schools of learning have to be 
closed to allow of the professors of learning to 
engage in more pressing humanitarian work — 
the relief of the famine-stricken or the tending 
of the wounded in a war. Wo can thus have a 
scale of virtues making it binding on all mem- 
bers of society and yet allowing the specialis- 
ing of certain virtues to certain sections of it.' 

The preceding discussion has already 
prepared us to take up the question which we 
had postponed— the character of the springs of 
action. The Idealistic position that feelings 
are not right in themselves but because of the 
object, stands for a truth, if by it is meant noth- 
ing more than the correlative position that the 
end iilso gives value to the means. But if it 
means thd denial of value to the means alto- 
gether, ila.^'a it is one more illustration of the in- 

(1) Of. Dr. EashdaU’s allowing of 'the existence of particular 
ideals along with universal ideals in character. The 
Theory of Good and Evil, Yol II, pp. 147-8. 
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• %sistent tendency of Idealism to magnify the end 

at ay. costs and give us an abstract Eeason, Peel- 
ing, again, has no value when it is not an induce- 
ment to action, as Professor Mackenzie points 
out But feeling when it is ihe mdncing muse 
and not the mere attendant of an action hag 
certainly value and is the object of moi’al 
judgment That feelings influence the charae- 
ter of our actions is explicitly brought out by 
Professor Mackenzie. “Of course” says Professor 
Mackenzie ‘‘if their actions are different in conse- 
quence of their feelings — if, for instance, the 
man who feels compassion does the act in a 
more gracious way, and the man wKb feels fear 
does it in a hurried and awkward way —our moral 


1 As pity, ®. wlien it moves ns utmost to tears* Manual^ 

4th Ed- p. 64. 

2 C/, “ It has been urged that if it is just to put a man to death 

this act will not be rendered vicious by the mere fact that 
the execution of it is aceompained by a feeling of resent- 
* ment or mai^volence. 'Oertainly, I shouid arswer, the 
mere feeling of resentment will make no difference in 
the morality of the action, any more than a feeling of 
reluctance or a feeling of weariness. But it is otherwise 
if the gratification of the feeling Was of the 

act. If a judge were to condemn a criminal to d 0 |tli, 
not because it is just, but- because he feels resentment® 
and aims at the gratification of this feeling, then undoubt- 
edly his action would be wrong, ^thoiigh the result of it- 
might accidentally be -'right — i.®., it might be the case 
that the criminal ought' to hate been put to death, 
Manualt 4th Ed., p. 1S6 f. n., 
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judgment upon the actions will be difterent. But*' 
the reason is that in this case the feeling has to 
Some extent affected the nature of the act that 
is willed.” ' The refusal to attach value to 
feelings in the name of the object rests, we 
submit, on an ambiguity. The objeet, we shall 
find on scrutiny, to include feeling, being in short 
the satisfaction of a feeling. In Professor Mac- 
kenzie’s illustration ‘motive- is equated to ‘aiming 
at the gratification of a feeling,’ or, in Marti- 
neau’s language, of a ‘spring of action.’ Professor 
Muirhead also works out the same equation : 
feelings:: impulses, or tendencies = disposition. 
With this" equating goes away the distinction 
between the efficient and final causes of an 


(1) Man%tal, 4th Ed., p. 134. 

(2) ‘‘ "WHle the motive cannot be the feeling alone» neither can 

it be the thought or idea of the object alone But 

even in cases where the bare idea seems to be the active 
principle, as in hypnotic suggestion and obsessions, ‘it is 
necessary that the idea should be in* harmony, or at least 
not in conflict, with the natural or acquired impulses or 
tendencies. A fortiori in voluntary action proper, what 
gives motive power to an idea is not its mere presence 
in the mind, but its congruence with some preformed 
disposition or “ universe of desire/* As this congruence 
manifests itself in feeling, we may sum up by defining 
a motive as the idea which, through felt congruence with 
some element in the seif, has taken possession of the 
will and been realised in action. Elemmis^ 3rd Ed.# 

p. 61. 
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• lictiou, SO much insisted on by Idealism.' Feel- 
ing in the sense of the springs and in the^eiise 
used in the previous quotation, is as much the 
final as the efficient cause.^ And it suits 
’ Idealism ill with its doctrine of the concrete 
identity of motive and consequence to go on to 
make a distinction which nullifies this concrete 
identity. 

This distinction between efficient and final 
causes of an action, denying value as it does to 
feeling (in the sense of ‘ the springs of action ’) 
is responsible for a dualism in the moral life. 
Our natui'e is not a unity, hut there are two 
antagonistic elements in it — a ratiohaf and an 
irrational, a moral and an unmoral one. Our 
desires have to be rationalised. Idealism, it is 
true, claims to unify these two sides of our 
nature. But it is not an organic union. For it 
is the part— the rational element — legislating for 
the whole. In the State of the Mind they are 
not all citizens. The unity is marred by the 
presence of helots, who have no part "in it at 

(3) Elements, p 61. 

(1) Gf. Muirtead, Elements, p. 124. “ It may be admitted that 

there is a sense in ■which this feeling [i e. “ interest ”] 
may be said to move to action.” 
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all2 Not self-realisa'tion, * but self-sacrifice 
becoipes tlie end on this view. Idealism tjbere- 
fore cannot without denying its end, continue to 
treat the springs as blind and refuse to make 
them the object of moral judgement. 


(2) The analogy is 
Principles, 


from Professor James Seth’s Ethical 


11,' IdEALISA and the CONCErTl’ON 
OF Law 

Intuitionism, inoluding Marfcineau’s, is 
wedded to the eoueeption of moral laws. But the 
replacing of law by the end may be said to be 
one of the abiding contributions of Idealism 
to the theory of Ethics. It is important there- 
fore to enquire in what sense, if any, it is still 
possible to find a place for law in the self-con- 
scious moral life. This last qualification is 
important. For the conception of^w as a 
mere external authority laying down specif ic* 
rules of action or commands, the conception 
which obtains of it in the lower stages of the 
moral life, is altogether left behind and out- 
grown as our morality becomes self-reflective. 
And - the criticism of such a conception ot law 
in the light of the end, as Idealism has done, is 
criticism well merited and in theinteresfs of the 
moral life. Idealism has drawn a very luminous* 
distinction between ‘rules’ and ‘principles’; 
moral life in its earlier stages being guided by 
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the former and in its later stages by the laUer, 
«Eules”, as Professor Dewey says, “are practical; 
they" are habitual ways of doing things. ' But 
principles are intellectual ; they arc useful 
methods of judging things.” I Law, m the 
sense of rules, we are agreed with Idealism to 
give up, as it would mean the dostruct ion of 
morality. It is not the task of Ethics to provide 
ns with rules. Ptules are derivative, whereas 
principles are primary * ; and are made by roan 
to suit his special idiosyncrasies and cannot be 
nniversalised. They are abstract and cannot be 
the measure of the moral life which is con 
Crete®, 'v 

But the question which we asked at the 
outset— if there was any sense in which law 
could have a place in the self-conscious life — is 
bound up with the question whether it is the 
task of Ethics to lay down the principles, and 

(1) Ethics, Dewey and Tufts, p. 333. 

'O' In oue sense, of course, only the absolute law, e. y., Eealise 
thr Self, is primary, the principles being derived from 

^ it. 

/I") While there is a clearly marked difference between the ideas 
'' of ‘rule* and ‘principle/ it should he noted that ‘rule w 
often used for ‘principle’. The same may be noted with 
reference to ‘command’ and ‘commandment.’ 
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ijot tile rules, for tli6 guidance of the moral life— 
for it is obvious that the very emmciatin^ of 
the pi'inciplos is a limiting, ora determining, of 
the moral life by them. In this sense the princi- 
ples become synonymous with the moral laws. 
Tho principles we might say, more accurately, 
make a sy intern of laws in which the end finds its 
explication. The end and laws so understood 
are not antithetical hut correlatives. Without 
the laws the end is a barren principle and the 
laws without the end have no unity or organisa- 
tion. Idealistic ethics has pointed out the 
'priority of the good to the right (law). This 
priority is the ethical ijriority of the to the 
means. We could also speak of the suhordination, " 
in a very true sense, of the mehns to the end. 
Butin using this language we should not 
forget the fact that the means are in the end. 
So the subordination of laws should not make us 
forget the other half of the truth, their correla- 
tion : that there can be no end without laws. 
-The priority of the end cannot mean ths means 
and the end as being two different entities, and 
the means being outside the end. The only way 
to realise the end is through the means. It is in 
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proportioil as we are* faithful to the principles 
of the moral life, in proportion as we are obedient 
to these laws, that we are nearer the attaining 
of the end. To seek to overthrow the reign of 
the law of the means, in the name of the end, is 
one of the wildest of ethical chimseras. -As 
Qreen has so well insisted “ There is no other 
genuine enthusiasm for humanity than one that 
has' travelled the common highway of reason — 
the life of the good neighbour and the honest 
citizen— and can never forget that it is still only 
a further stage in the same journey.”' Again, in 
the Prolegomena (§§ 197-191) while emphasis- 
ing thaf^there can he only one absolute law in 
<- morality, he yet urges that the derivative laws 
from it 2 have*" also an unconditionally binding 
character of their own. Green’s treatment of 
the question has such a sense of balance, a sense 
which seems to be noticeably absent in some of 
his followers, who glide into the facile logic that 
the means as such has no value of its own, that 

^ (1) Quoted by Muirhead, Elements, p. 191 

(2) Green includes more than the principles in tiie deriyative 
rules. He widens these to cover the whole complex of 
duties, including those duties which in social evolution 
would be outgrown. 
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Ms words are well worth pausing over. After 

pointing out that duties are relative to, circum* 
stances, Green says “Yet is there a true sense in 
which the whole system of such duties is uneondi* 
tio-nally binding.' Again, the Categorical Imper- 
ative enjoins “this observance [of duties] as 
unconditionally as it enjoins the pursuit of the 
end to which this observance is a means, so tong 
as it is such a means. It will only allow such a 
departure from it in the interest of a fuller 
attainment of the unconditional end, not in the 

t 

interest of anyone’s pleasure.”*^ In self-conscious 
morality therefore we have law in the’^sense of 
the unconditional bindingness or determination* 
by the means (*. e. the laws) os' a We 

have spoken of the unconditional bindingness or 
determination by the means as a wholey tox as a 
matter of fact we have a conflict of laws in 
realising the end, and one law is violated by an- 
other. But it is a conflict in the system of laws, 
the means, and not outside of it. We can by 

(1) Froleg omena ^ maiioxx 197. 

(2) section 198. 

(3) This is Martineau’s view of *law’ The Moral Law, according 

to him, is the ‘Canon of Principles tahen as a wliole^ Se® 
Study of Eeiigion, Yol, II, p. 6. 
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no means go outside the circle of means and yet 
be moral. 

But this conflict of the la-ws, this conflict in 
the circle of the means, we hold, helps to bring 
out, when reflected on, the unconditional bihd- 
ingness of the means instead of weakening 
it, as is generally thought. Por, if a study 
of Ethics is to result in a conviction of the 
relative character of the laws — ^the laws being 
relative to the end and there being no law 
without , exceptions — then we have to answer 
the criticism how a study of it will not 
put a premium on the breaking of laws. 
■'To quote Green, again, so far as it [the 
doctrine that the categorical impex’ative can 
enjoin nothing without liability to exception 
but disinterested obedience to itself] can be 
translated into practice at all, must not its 

effect be unlimited licence in departing from 

it at the prompting of any impulse which the 
individual may be pleased to consider a higher 
law?” ' And Green’s answer, in effect, is that 
he only can be trusted to break the laws in 


(1) Prolegomena, section. 198. 
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whom the sense of law is the strongest i . The 
argninent from exceptions therefore has the'Tery 
reverse effect from what it is thought. It should 
be noted also that though a law has to he violated 
in. the interests of a higher one, still, so far as 
our present ideal of character is eoncerned, this 
law-breaking cannot find a place in the descrip- 
tion of its traits. It is one of the tragedies of 
home life that under certain circumstances parents 
have to be disobeyed. But the very person who 
will justify it under those circumstances will be 
the first one to admit filial obedience as a mark 
of the ideal character 2. Idealistic wp.ters have 
always failed to see the implications of their 
disproportionate insistence on the fact of excep- 
tions to laws. If the exceptions are to prove 
what they seem to suggest, that there can be no 
such conception as that of law in morals, then 
there is strife at the core of morality, and the 
moral ideal (which enjoins the duties for which 
the laws stand) is a discordant one, and so be- 
longing to the region of appearance and n»t 

(1) Frolegomena^ section 328, 

(2) So v^ith War. 0/ the quotation from Professor Henrj 

Jones, Stipra^ pp. 26 and fE. 
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reality. We are aware of a school of Idealism,, 
of which Mr. Bradley is the great protagonist, 
which stands for such a thesis, hut our appeal is 
to that other school of Idealism which stands for 
the unity and the validity of the moral ideal. To 
insist disproportionately m one place, as is done 
in Idealistic ethical treatises, on the non-excep- 
tionless character of laws and to set about to 
prove the unity of the standard in another place' 
is, we might remind these, to say the least, to 
be guilty of inconsequence, if not sheer contra- 
diction. 

We should take therefore the statement that 
every law {t. e. jprinciple, as we take it) has an 
exception in a relative sense, as having reference 
only to our present incomplete state of civilisa- 
tion, or, the moral disorder of our present world. 
When the disorder is righted, «.e., the ideal 
state of society is realised, the conflict of laws 
shall cease, f.e,, if we believe that there is no 
<iiscord in the moral ideal as such. 

In this connection the place of casuistry in 
a theory of ethics deserves some detailed con- 


(1) Gontrast Muirhead p. 73 andpp. 190 — 199. Elements, ord Ed.. 


IDEALISM AND THE CONCEPTION OP LAW 41 

* • w ■ ■ 

sideration. The fault of easuistry is not the 
attempt to find exceptions to a rule, or rules for 
the breaking of rules. That is a genuine part 
of solving a conflict of duties by finding the duty 
under the circumstance. Neither is its fault 
the stating of the fact that there are exceptions 
to rules. The latter is involved in the present 
imperfect constitution of morality, and the*for- 
mer in our reasoning about it. Of course it 
should be readily admitted that in the systems 
■which to us have so far represented casuistry (ze. 
the Jewish and the Jesuitical moral systems) 
there have been manifest evils. For isstance, it 
is a mere outside authority which has determiu; 
ed the rules as well as the exceptions, and each 
individual case has been dealt with separately, 
thus giving no place to principles or autonomy 
in the moral life.i And further, the exceptions 
have always shown a tendency to consult the 
pleasures than the duty of the persons legislated 
for. But these, we hold, represent ^e abuses 
and not the normal working of a system of casu- 
istry. Wherever and whenever wo have the con- 
sciousness prevailing that rules have exceptions, 


(1) Of. Muirhead, Elements, pp 74 — 75 


c 
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Ave shall have the persisteut attempt, in charac- 
ters where habitual morality is not strong, to 
find a place for our transgressions amongst the 
list of justifiable exceptions. 

Even when moral life has ascended from the 
legalistic to the spiritual plane {i e. principles, 
primary rules have taken the place of the second- 
ary ones) the attempt to find rules for the break- 
ing of rules is not ended. For principles them- 
selves conflict, and order has to be evolved from 
strife. < It is true that the guidance needed 
here is not so detailed as in the legalistic stage, 
for every “sase has not to be specially legislated 
for, yet there is a real need of a guidance that 
will tell us, however we arrive at it (^.e. intui- 
tively or othez’wise), what the right decision is 
under the circumstances. Otherwise it is an 
annulling of all reason. The question at stake 
here is the objectivity of our moral judgments, 
We expect others, as well as ourselves, under 
similar cii;cumstanees to decide similarly.* Char- 

(1) Of. B. Oaird, Critical Philosophy of Kant, Vol. II, Bk. 11, 

Cli. II. 

(2) Of. ** The very heipt of our moral conviction is that there 

is something which every rational being, in so far as he 
( Con tinuedjon next page , ) 
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• Vaeter, in other -words, expressesitselfnniform- 

ly. ’ It is eaj)rice and not character that acts 

arbitrarily. To say in reply, as idealists do, that 

e¥ery situation is unique, apposite as it is as a 

criticism of legalistic rules, is altogether pomt- 

iess when we are in the province of principles: 
Here such an argument results in the denial o 
all possibility of moral judgment, io say* that 
rules (laws) do not exhaust a moral situation is 
very true, if by it we mean that until we know 

all the circumstances of a ease we cannot say 

what principle should be applicable to it. This is 
how we understand Professor Mackenzie’s posi- 
tion on the situation, when he speaks of follow- 
ing the highest that we knc?w as always the 
best solution of a case of conscience.!^ Mhen 
we say that the best thing for one m moral 
perplexity is to follow his conscience, what we 
mean is not that laws are superseded, but that 
life is so complex and it is so difficult lor one 
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to know all the relevant facts of the ease, that 
it wiSe to leave the decisjon to those who know 
it. This is proved by the fact that the very 
man who gives this advice, after he has studied 
the case, will advance his opinion as to what 
the right course is in face of all opposition, 
until he is convinced to the contrary. But to 
intei'pret the Idealistic criticism of law as the 
superseding of all law, is the establishing the 
reign of licence in morals and the denying of 
all rational explanation of moral choice. • 

We venture to think that the implications 
of their position on law are not always evident 
to Idealists, Mr. Bradley is an exception, and 
with his usual lucidity of mind he realises that 
consistency requires the denial of a practical 
bearing altogether to ethical science- ' Others, 
however, less thoroughgoing than Mr. Bradley, 
continue to speak of the practical bearing of the 
science and at same time deny it all practical 
utility in"' the settling of cases of moral per- 
plexity, We have to note that what is included 

(1 ) This denial occurs in a passage in his Principles of Logic, 
and is quoted hy Dr. Eashdall, The Theory of Good 
and Evil, Vol‘ II, pp. 420 and fl. 
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in the practical bearing of the science is not 

• "merely the enunciating of the principles invol- 

ved in the end hut also a due ranking of them. 
■Without this “ there is actually no such thing 
as arguing and reasoning about conduct.®^ It 
sterns to us that Dr. McTaggart has something 
very helpful to say on what we could reasonably 
expect from Ethics in this matter-“It may be 
said” says Dr. McTaggart ‘‘that it la not 
within the province of ethics to deal with indivi- 
dual cases such as this p.e. a case of moral 
perplexity.] And in one sense this is true. A 
system of ethics is not bound to lay down before- 
hand the precise action a man ought^to take in 
every conceivable contingency. This 'would, to 
begin with, be impossible, owiiig to the number 
of possible contingencies. And, even if possible, 
it would be undesirable. In applying rules to a 
given set of circumstances we require not so much 
philosophical insight as commonsense and special 
knowledge of those circumstances. The philoso- 



(2) Theory 



( 1 ) JTo Taggart ; Hegelian Cosmology, pp. 105— !0(j. 
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pHer 13 not likely, pei’haps, to kaye more com-^ 
monsense than the man whose action is being 
considternd. And the latter is mneh more likely 
to understand his own eireumstanees for himself 
than the philosopher is to understand them for 
him. The particular problems of conduct, there- 
fore, are best solved at the place and time when 
they actually occur. But it is, none the less, the 
duty j>f ethics to provide tho general principles 
upon which any doubtful point of conduct ought 
to be settled. It would plainly be absurd to 
assert that any one distribution of our time and 
wealth among good objects would be as good as 
any other (^jstribution. It would he still more 
absurd to assert that a man who desired to act 
rightly would npt care whether he made the 
best possible distribution. Surely tbe only alter- 
native is to look to ethics for the principle on 
which we must make the distribution. ” 1 So, 
far we have sought to establish the contention 
that law is necessary in morals (1) as the 
unconditional determining of our actions by the 
maans (or moral principles) as a whole, and (2) 
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as the uniform ordering or ranking, excejttious 
of these means. 

But the reasons advanced so far do not 
sufficiently explain the rooted antipathy of tbe 
Idealist to law. There are two more ideas invol- 
ved in the conception of law~that of finality, 
and of an external imponent — which we fear 
specially account for this rooted antipathy- We 
shall let a representative of Idoalism speak here. 
Says Professor Dewey ; “ Many who strenuously 
object to all of these schemes of conduct, to 
everything which hardens it into forms by 
emphasising external commands, authority and 
punishments and rewards, fail to see-^'that such 
evils are logically connected with any accep- 
tance of the finality of fixed imles. They hold 
certain bodies of people, religions officers, 
political or legal authorities, responsible for 
what they object to in the scheme ; w'hile 
they still cling to the idea that morality is an 
effort to apply to particular deed and projects a 
certain number of absolute unchanging moral 
rules. They fail to see that, if this were ?ts 
nature, those who attempt to j)rovide the machin- 
ery which would render it practically workable 
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deserve jjTaise rather hlpme. In fact, the 
notion of absolute rules or precepts cannot be 
made* workable except through certain superior 
authorities who declare and enforce them. ' 
The rest of the paper therefore will be taken up 
by a consideration of the validity of these two 
ideas involved in the conception of law. 

On the question of the idea of finality in 
ethics, the position of Idealism is a peculiarly 
inconsistent one. One part of its exposition 
seems to furnish the surest vindication of it 
against all shallow empirical critcism. Its 
polemic against Naturalistic Evolution which 
seeks to evolve the moral out of the non-moral, 
its insistence in this context, that the end can 
bring to light bpt what is already existent in 
germ, its penetrating distinction between ‘pro- 
gress ’ and ‘ change’— all these would seem to 
suggest that the Idealist had risen above the 
empirical fallacy of thinking Evolution inconsist- 
ent with finality in a very true sense. We are not 
wrong, we think, in considering that Idealists as 
whole would consider an alliance with Em- 
piricism a nies-alhance, Yet a noteworthv and 

1 Sthics : p. 326. ' ~~ “■ 
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^ furprising thing is that, ih effect, the Idealistic 
position approximates to the Empirical. The 
full fruits of their argument against the Natur- 
alistic Evolutionists the Idealists are unable to 
appropriate owing to certain other presupposi- 
tions of theirs. This is at least true of Green, 
and his immediate followers, like Professor 
Muirhead. Professor Muirhead’s discussion of 
moral progress ' is a striking illustration of how 
the conclusion of Idealism falls short of its 
argument, if not to contradict it. 

Professor Muirhead sets out to answer the 
sceptical objection (p. 232) of the relative cha- 
racter of morality, in view of its bewildering 
standards. The first point that he makes in hi^ 
argument is that there is a unity of formxa. 
all the variety of content. Wherever we have 
morality we have the distinction between good 
and evil in view of a moral end, we have “ a 
conduct prescribed by an end other than the 
■momentary satisfaction of desire ” (p, 232). 
This bewildering variety is capable <of being 
unified in another sense. The moral standard 
of a time or society is not something arbitrary 


'{!) 3rd Bd» Bk. V* 
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but orgii uically related to it — tbe times or socie-- 
ty (p. 234). This is Professor Muirhead’s second 
point. But still we are far from answering the 
sceptic. For all that we have proved is that we: 
should follow a moral standard because it is the 
standard of our society. Morality is not yet 
proved to be right in itself, but expedient for 
the continuance of society (p. 237). It is but 
“ a quality of the social ti.ssuc at any one time 
or place”. On this position, we cannot expect 
moral ideals to change except as being deter- 
mined l)y natural conditions from without 
(p. 237). The only way therefore to refute the 
sceptic is'to show that these different standards 
-are relative to a moral order which is being 
evolved through them and which unites them in 
a principle of unity. Professor Muirhead then 
sets himself to establish this principle of unity 
first, in the social forms (social and political 
organisations) to 'which morality is relative and 
then within the province of morality itself. 
The unity of the moral order is thus seen to be 
a concrete and not merely a formal unity. This 
is the third stage of Professor Muirhead’s argu- 
ment. Taking stock of the argument thus far, we- 


IDEALISM AND THE CONCEPTION OP LAW 51 

• find Professor MuirHead asserting that a moral or- 
der which unites the dilferent stages of morality 
only in a formal principle of unity fails to pro- 
vide the objectivity and universality to it which 
alone saves us from sceptical relativity. To put 
in It the positive from : a concrete unity alone can 
give us an objective and universal moral order. 
But having established the case for a concrete 
unity, Professor Muirhead renders all his labours 
nugatory by suddenly making a volte face and 
afBrming in a footnote that the only unity after 
all is a formal unity. The moral order which 
is being evolved must be conceived of as universal 
chiefly in the sense that it representTs the de- 
mands of the universal or rational element in* 
human nature. ” I “ The universal or rational 
element ” Professor Muirhead himselfhad called 
a principle of formal unity earlier in the discus- 
sion. 2 The full import of this sudden volte face 
will not be realised till the presuppositions im- 
plicit in Professor Muirhead’s argument are not 
taken note of. Headers of Green will fiad in his 
pages the presuppositions which compel this* 

(1) p. 247. 

2) {Elements, p. 232 section 
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suddtm change of front. The first presupposi-' 
tion js that of an abstract view of the self which 
makt's it a mere logical unitij. This view of the 
self as a mere intellectual unity is necessitated 
by the second presupposition, that of the con- 
ception of the Absolute as holding everything’in 
suspension (including good and evil.) • This 
holding in suspension of good and evil alike, is 
the logical outcome of an impersonal view of it 
— a view of mere immanence which excludes 
transcendence, as there can be nothing outside 
of it, in any seme whatsoever. 

These metaphysical positions can only be 
stated here to point out their ethical bearing 
*for us. As we are in the sphere of ethics, we 
shall have to concern ourselves with a merely 
ethical conclusion, leaving to the arbitrament 
ot metaphysics the question of its final validity. 
And so far as ethics is concerned, the moral 
order which gives unity to the different stages 


(1) The ih«ra.l order vrhicR gives auiiy to the different stages of 

, , morality ia Wt standard, itseif—a BtaD.dard wliicli 

; is operative 'in tlae euccossive standards and operative 

■becaus© of its bejng a conoret© unity in itself, but tb© 
totality of tb© different standards, tbe lower as well as 
tb© bigber- fbis ia bow Muirbead^s view of universal 
moral order ** baa to be interpreted, it seems to ns. 
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has to be conceived of as a concrete standard, 
doubtless operant in the different stages, ^et a 
separate standard by itself and not wholly 
coincident with any one of the moral stages or 
all, of them. For to do so would be a contradic- 
tion in terms, it being a holding together of 
good and evil alike. 

If, however, the Idealist does not let ’his 
metaphysical presuppositions deprive him of the 
fruits of his argument, and if our view of the 
moral order is a concrete one, we shall find — as 
one part of the Idealistic teaching emphasises — 
that the conception of progress, instead- of being 
inimical to finality in morals, finds its meaning, 
only in relation to a concrete ideal which cannot 
be outgrown. For progress can be estimated 
only in terms of an end, an end which is concrete. 
A formal end by its very nature can take no 
note of progress. To it all stages — the lower 
as well as the higher — are alike; it being equal- 
ly present in all. Law therefore, in the^sense of 
the finality of the moral ideal, we cannot escape 
without the destruction of morality itself. 

Ho’vv far can this finality of the moral world 
he defined ? As it is the finality of an ideal 
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and not of a legal code, the definition perforce 
will have to be in terms of principles. The'moral 
ideal could only be defined as a ranking of the 
principles constituting it. This definition doubt- 
less gives it somewhat of an abstract charact.er. 
It would at most tell us, perhaps, whether we 
are defiaiug it as the ideal has revealed itself to 
us living in A.D. or and nothing more.* A 
greater definiteness could perhaps be given by 
including in this definition the conquests of the 
different moral struggles which have been waged 
on the field of human history. The results of 
these conquests, it would be evident, cannot be 
.stated except in the form of general laws, and 
expressions such as “ Women have rights”, 
“The rights of the civil population in times of 
war”, “The rights of prisoners of war” — to 
mention some conclusions which have exercised 
our minds. These conclusions would sometimes 
have to be stated as will be seen in a negative 
form, in the form of a “ Thou shalt not ” — as 
“ Slavery is wrong;” “ Drinking is wrong;” 
so forth. They would also include a statement 

(t*) Thh wm well I'xeinplifiecl ia tlie kit war when tKe ques- 
tion was : whether might was to he right or right 
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* -of the forms of social intitutions which can never 
he superseded— as ‘monogamy’ in marriage and 
‘ democracy’ in Church and State. ' These laws, 
as will be found, could be deducible from the 
primary principles, but they are necessary to us 
as an unfolding of the richness of their content, 
and as an index to our mutual understanding 
of the moral ideal which gives them meaning. 
Law in morals, therefore, is further necessary 
as (3) the determining of our lives by the fina- 
lity of the moral ideal. 

On the other idea involved in the concep- 
tion of law, i. e. of an exteimal impon.iug, Ethics 
can find in it no occasion for stumbling. It is 
the corollary of the first idear— that of a final 
moral ideal. 2 It is only a crass individualism 
that cannot accept any other authority hut that 
cf the individual conscience. And ,on such a 
basis we can have no social or moral life. It 
is true that the authority of society or of the 

teacher (moral or religious) is believed in be- 

. ' . ... ♦ 

, ^ — — ^ — 

(1) 0/* Muirbead, p. 2d8. Tbe democratic form of 

government is undoubtedly that wbich is best adopted 
to modern ooodifcions, and may be expected ia survive and 
propagate itself, (italics are ours) 

(2) See Dewey, quoted an^e p. 38. 
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cause of the evidence of our conscience, but the 
evidmce supports and does not destroy the belief 
in authority. The basis of this belief in author- 
ity is a larger possession of reason by it. And 
human authority is questioned or disappears 
with the increasing growth of understanding. 
This is how the leadership of society or of 
individuals comes to be disputed. And the 
inference might be drawn that a belief iu divine 
authority, a divine law-giver, will also disappear 
likewise. But this very process (*. e. the 
increase of understanding) strengthens rather 
than weakens the argument for a law not tnade 
by ourselves. For human authority — the law of 
rfiau or of society — is questioned on the strength 
of an objective order which is not altered hy 
by our thinking differently of it. Progress in 
our understanding of Reason whether in the 
sphere of science or of morals follows the same 
course. The scientist’s progress in knowledge is 
marked by his readiness to give up his theories 
one after another, his subjective fancies, in the 
interests of the objective order of nature, Simib 
arly growth in moral culture is always accom- 
panied by a deepening sense of an objective moral 


1 


idealism and the conception oe law 3J 

order— an order in the life of wldcli we share 
because it is our own life, yet an Older iriiiA w 
above us and so not of our own making, ihis 
double aspect of the moral life, as at once witblii 
and outside of us lays open all statements abou 
it to criticism if we look at it merely from one 
of the seemingly opposed points of x ^ 


irttota^expressly denies that the person 

And 80 interpreted, his conception o.f law 

Ig!nf and'thrVtiort in “the Ht>“ s^t 

of ligation. - This double aspect o| 

i”W5x 

ffieptL of onr own nature but from ^^heai^ o^ 
universe itself. We are r^De rXr 

Ed. p. 34.) 
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the ideal is, in a very true sense, outside of us, 
the fionccptioa of an external imponing is of the 
very essence and not the accident of morality. 
This is illustrated in the development of 
the moral judgment of the Jews, Of this 
development, says Professor Mackenzie : “In the 
case of this line of development, however, it 
is to 1)0 noted that every step takes place, as it 
were, hy a new enactment. The deeper princi* 
pie is always fromulated hy the voice of some 
prophet, speaking more or less definitely in the 
name of “ the Lord ”, The idea of £f divine law 
remains fundamental throughout. Even when 
^the inner principle of Ohristianity is set against 
the external rules of the older system, it still 
appears in the form of a definite enactment, a 
‘ Xew commandment’. “ It was said by them of 
old time......But I say into you..,“The appeal 

is still to an authoritative law’’.' Law there- 
fore in the sense of ( 4 ) an external imponing 

can only be outgrown with the outgrowing of 
morality."' 

To recapitulate : We have sought in this 
paper to show that Law is consistent with any 

1 Maimal, 4tl3i Ed. p. 124* ... 
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essential to, a full-grown morality in tlie follow- 
ing senses: — 

■ • ■ ; ' 

(1) As tile xinconditianol determining of 

our action by the principles as a whole, 

• (2) As the uniform ordering or raaiking, 

exceptions included, oi the 

(3) As the finality of the moral ideal. 

(4) As also an external imponing. 


Is /^ARTINEAU'S ETHICS 

Individualistic? 

Idoalistic writers have invariably identified 
intuitionism with individualism. It should also 
h<' admitted that Intuitionism, both in pnictiee- 
and theoi-y, has given suffndont ground for this 
accusation. Intuitionism bus come into promi- 
nence chiefly as a protesting principle both in 
morals and politics. This feature, however, 
which is an accident in its life rather than of 
its essence, has been allowed to cling to it and 
stunt the growth of its theoretical formulation, 
with the present unfortunate result of a divorce 
between conscience and authority (whether of 
persons or ^ of institutions), between the rights 
of the individual and those of society. How far 
these breaches have been stopped in Murtineau’s 
ethics^ wiH he our first consideration. The 
w/iter’s conviction is that after the. relevant 
passages of Martineau are examined we shall 
have to modify considerably the Idealistic view 
of Intuitionism being necessarily individualistic. 
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• •fhe test of an individualistic ethics* is to t>e 
found (1) in the place assigned to society and 
social institutions in the moral life (2) in the 
attitude to Authority and (3) in the conception 
of the moral law. It is along these three lines 
thlit we shall test Martineau’s theory. 

First, the need of society for our moral life 
is thus expressed h)’ Martineau. Speaking of 
the formation of o.ur moral estimates Martineau 
says, “ Doubtless, the presence of others is 
indispensable to the development of this part 
of our nature.”i Again, under the same head : 

...had it not been for this externalisation of 
my affection in a second personality, it might 
have passed through me like a di’eam, without 

recognition or appreciation It seems as if a 

feeling was never understood till acted out in 
open day and flung into shape upon the air ; 
but that its manifestation became a common 
medium, flashing not only mutual exchange but 
separate intensity into our self-eonseiousness”.2 
And his inference from the above ‘‘ And it 
may remind as how unreal are the questioifs 


(1) Tyjies, II, p. 30. 

(2) Types, II, p. 31. 
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"wliich we* sometimes r^ise and are indeed oblig- 
ed to raise, as to wbat is due to the oapacitiea 
of the individual soul, and what is added to us 
by the influence and tuition of society” i That be 
does not treat of the good of others as a mere 
means but as an end in itself finds its corrobora- 
tion in what he says as to the relation between 
the individual and the social good. ‘‘ What we 
call a conflict between private and public inter- 
est ’Vsays Martinoau, “ and treat as a dissension 
between a man’s inner self and an outward 
society, is not really a wrestling match on the 
part of two independent organism or personali- 
ties, unless it comes to overt rebellion and war : 
the inner man is himself the scene of the living 
strife ; the public interest that pleads with him 
is his interest too { the Society chat withstands 
him is his Society { it is no foreign and intrusive 
power that confronts and stops the madness of 
his pleasure or his passion, but his own share of 
an altruistic zeal and love that throb in other 
hearts as .well. It is a self-variance yMdk he 
feels, between seme appetite that feeds alone and 
an affection which lives in others, between the 


I 
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^ mnsoeial and the social •mstincts of ^he same 
nature ; and if he goes -with the evil comisel, his 
shame’ is no hiding from others’ anger, Hut a 
shrinking from disapproval which he knows 
from himself to he also theirs” ' The Social 
Contract theory of the origin of society could 
hardly find a more utter repudiation than in 
Martineaii’s pages. “The social union” he 
points out “is most inadequately represented as 
a compact or tacit bargain subsisting amopg 
separate units, agreeing to combine for specific 
purposes and for limited times, and then disband- 
ing again to their several isolations. It is no 
such forensic abstraction, devised as a cement 
for mechanically conceived components ; but a^ 
concrete though spiritual form of life, penetrat- 
ing and partly constituting all persons belong- 
ing to it so that only as fractions of it do they 
become human integers themselves.” ^ Proceed- 
ing to a positive statement on the subject, 
Martineau says: “Social union constitutes itself, 
not by equilibration of opposite interests, hut by 
concurrence of moral sympathies ; the laws of 



(1) Types, II, p. 403. 

(2) Types, II, p. 403. 
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conduct 'embodying ■whatever is approved and 
admired in common by the natural guides of the 
gendtal sentiment ”1 — a view which is, but 
differently put, that of the end as Common Good. 
The place of institutions, again, in the moral 
life does not go without its due acknowledgmemt 
in Martiueau’s theory. The institutions are 
pointed out to be a species of objectified consci- 
ence. “ Ther<i will always be”, says Martineau, 
“through the inequalities of character, a tension 
above, as there is a gravitation below, the level 
marked by the institutions and habitual senti- 
ments of a community.” ^ 'Phe institutions are 
not external to man, “He has no self that is not 
jefleeted in them, and of which they are not 

reflections His country (e.y.) is not external 

to him ; he is woven into it by .sensitive fibres 
that answer to all its good or ill : its life blood 
courses through his veins inseparably mingled 
with his own.” ^ again, is “ an ideal 

commou'Wealth, whose pattern, as Plato said, is 
stored in heaven, never itself to descend, yet 
visible for perpetual approximation by the wise 
Ti) n-'p^ioir. ~~ ~ 

(2) Types, II, p. 404, 

(3) Types, 11, p. 403. 
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, »_<a kingdom of God’, in VMch. at last wrong 
akall wear itself out, and the energies of life 
shall be harmonised and its affections perfect- 
ed.” i 

Secondly, though an Intuitionist, a believer 
in’ the supremacy of the individual conscience, 
the place of authority in the moral life receives 
no grudging acknowledgment in his theory. “For 
our true moral life and education, we are depen- 
dent,” according to Martineau “on the presence 
of some nature higher than our own, without 
which the mere subjective feeling of relative 
worth among the springs of action would rarely 
pass from knowledge into power. All the dyna- 
mics of character are born of inequality, and li© 
asleep amid unbroken equilibrium.”^ Again, “the 
natural language of every passion of which we 
are susceptible speaks to us with a marvellous 
magic, and calls up fresh islands and provinces 
of consciousness where there was a blank before.” 
And whoever is the first to give explicit mani- 
festation to our own implicit tendenc3i touches 
us with admiration and acquires a certain powef 

(1) Types, II, p. 405. 

(2) Study of Beligionf VoL II> p* 28. 
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over us. If the feeling he expresses is nearly 
on our level, if he is only a little beforehand 
with us in shaping our dumb and formless 
wants, he becomes our literary interpreter or 
our party leader, — a chief indeed, but of the 
same kind with the follower. If the affection 
he realises is above us, strange to our experience 
but congenial with our eai>acity, — a more heroic 
endurance or more conquering lore than we had 
conceived — he becomes to us an author of faith, 
prophet and brother at once, even mediator 
helping us into nearer union with God, ' 

It is, however, when we come to the third 
test, that of the conception of the moral law,, 
that we find the breach in his position which 
justifies the charge of individualism. This, as 
we have seen, is due, at bottom, to his concep- 
tion of the self as a barren unity 2, which results 
in the thinking of his moral law as an imposi- 
tion from without. This, as Dr. Caird points 
out somewhere, might give us a similar morality, 
hut not the same or common moral life. Professor 
Upton has an interesting and careful discussion 
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* on the point how far Martinean himself eorreot- 
ed this ethical individualism of his hy a 
recognition of a common life in God and man.* 
Professor Upton’s quotations undoubtedly fully 
show that Martineau in some of his writings 
rose above the meagre bonds of the individual- 
istic creed and that he thought of God as the 
Soul of souls,” but, as Professor Upton himself 
points out, it left his theoretical formulation 
of the subject unaffected. 

The social character of morality as expound- 
ed and defended in the previous pages is not 
however sufficiently social for some members of 
the Idealistic school of ethics. Such writers, 
of whom we could take as the type Professor ’ 
Muirhead, will not it seems be satisfied with 
anything short of merging the individual in the 
social organism. 3 Their position perhaps helps 

(1) Dr. Martinmm^s Fkilosophy, pp. 218 — 227 (JT-Msbat & Oo.) 

(2) Bishop B^Arcy bears oufe this interpretation^ of Professor 

Muirhead. He points out how Professor Muirhead and his 
school haye accepted en bloc the Eyolutionist doctrine of 
the self, and he brings? out the bearings of the^doctrine as 
follows : ** The self is not regarded as _ an ultimate^ 
principle of unity- Its unity is deriyative, for it is 
constituted by the society to which it belongs. ^ The 
indiyidual man is made what he is, as a unit in an 
ethical system, by all the past and present circumstances 

(Continued on next page.) 
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Tis to understand rightly what Idealism means 
when it speaks of an individnalaitie sthies. 
The criticism perhaps would he less ambiguous 
if we substitute ‘ personalistic’ for ‘ individual- 
istic’. Idealism, in this phase of it, stands *f or 
a derivation of morality from society. By 
morality as social is meant, not, as we under- 
stand the true doctrine on the subject to he, 
a progressive realisation of morality through 
society, hut a formulation of it, a creating anew, 
hy the mere changing of social needs. Morality 
on this view is not laid on society, hut made 
^hy it, and the universal moral order is not a 
material unity, hut a congerie of moral orders 


and conditions of tlxe society. Considered in himself, 
he is, in truth an abstraction ; the concrete reality is 
the organic whole, the society. This doctrine of the 
sell is a direct consequence of existing evolutionary: 
theories, yet it has not been as distinctly formulated 
by Evolutionist writers as by others.** In a footnote 
Bishop B’Arcy mahes it clear that by * others* here he 
has Frofessor Muirhead and his school of idealism in 
mind. Short Stndi^ of itthks^ 2Bd Ed., pp. 252—253, Dr. 
Md^lone also criticises along the same line Dewey, 
Bradiy, and Muirhead. Philosophical OriUci$m and 
Constmctkm, p.343. [So far m Professor Muirhead is 
concerned this over-emphasis, I now underteand, is due 
to the fighting of the opposed, but related^ error of treat- 
ing the Individual as a purely self-contained unit. But 
see f, n. (1) p. 52. dnie. H. 0. MJ* 


: \ ’ / 
IS MAETINBAU’S ethics IHDIYIDEALISTIG ? 69 

» embraced in a formal unity ; ' the vital relating 
of morality to society requiring that the moral 
and the social orders should be merged in one 
another. 

Morality, on this view, is but a synonym 
for mere social ■well-being, and there can be no 
such thing as individual rights. Morality and 
social well-being doubtless are indissoluble. In 
fact they are but different ways of expressing 
the same thing. But we should equally remem- 
ber that there can be no social well-being with- 
out morality. So long as we remember this 
we shall not speak of , society as imposing 
morality, but shall speak of morality as imposed 
on society. 2 We shall also not hesitate to* 


) We have alread/ tried to show that this is Professor Mtlir *• 
head^s view of the moral order. AnU, p. 52, 

(2) Professor MacheBzie speaks of * ought ’ heing imposed on 
societies as well as on individuals {Manual, 4th Ed. 
p, 309.) With this contrast Professor Muirhead’s defini*. 
tions of * duty* aud ‘ right * “ The ultimate authority 

of [ duty ] and the validity of [ right ] rest upon 
nothing more recondite than relation of a real organic 
or supra-organic whole to its part. The sense of ** duty ** 
is the pressure which under the ciroumstanctm previously 
indicated the idea of the whole exercises 6n the part»; 
inversely the isense of “ right ** is the sense of free* 
dom which the whole experiences in its dealings with 
what it recognises as its vital parts.** Elements t Srd 
Ed., p. 180. , 
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speak of mdiyidual and social rights, tliougb - 
realising that in the perfect society they do 
not conflict but coincide. As Professor Mackenzie 
points out “ the good of all can certainly not 
be secured if the nature of each is cramped and 
underfed. ' In the perfect society it is iiot 
that the one right is sacrificed to the other, 
but the harmony is attained by both the rights 
being allowed their fullest perfection. As 
Professor Mackenzie puts it the ultimate end is 
“ the realisation of a rational universe tj^an 
self-realisation,” ® and a rational universe is 
“ a universe of rational beings.” ^ Professor Mac- 
kenzie further points 'out that “in a just. social 
^tate, every human being must be treated as 
an absolute end.” * Again “we seek neither our 
own good simply nor the good {tf others simply, 
but the good both of ourselves and of others 
asmembers of a whole, s The Common Good 
* thus is not a subalternating of the inividual 
to the social good, but the good of both the 

(1) 4111 Ed., p. 327. 

t2j „ „ p. 298, 

(3) .. P. 291. 

{«) ^ 311. 

(5) t, I, p. 295. 
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individual as well as of* society. Ide>alism, iu 
tlie phase that we are criticising, by a curious 
irony ’of fate in emphasising relations (a* in 
the social character of morality) ends up by 
•denying them, when it gets the individual 
merged in -society. Professor Seth’s statement 
about the true universal — ‘‘ the true universal 
is the universal that contains and explains all 
the particulars” > cannot be too much empha- 
sised in this connection. For, as we have seen, 
the pervasive tendency of Idealism is to magnify 
the whole at the expense of the parts and so 
eviscerating it of alt content and meaning. 

There is nothing self-contradictory in Intui- 
tionism for a whole-hearted acceptance of th^ 
■organic view of society, if that view stands, ap 
we think it does, for an identification, and not 
merely a relation, between the good of the self 
and the good of society — an identification which 
does not mei-ge the individual into society, 
‘‘ For,” as I)r. Mellone points out, “no unity or 
identity can be intelligibly maintained unless 
there are distinguishahle things between which 
it is to bold : only because of difference is 
(1 ) Ethical FrincipleSt i^tii Ed*, 1#, 
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identity jfBserted, and i'fc is self-contradictory te 
mate the identity annihilate the differences- 
■whidh are its necessary basis.” ' The organic 
analogy, as many have pointed out, however 
suggestive and however true in essence, is very 
ambiguous and misleading. In an organism the 
several parts have no life independent of the 
whole, m any sense. But in society we have 
separate individual lives making a whole, with- 
out sacrificing their separateness. Hence society 
has been called by some, Muirhead 2 e. g., supra- 
organic. Others, like Bishop B’Arey, have- 
altogether discarded the analogy .3 ^ 

The real parting of the ways lies in our 

understanding of the relation of the moral to the 

social order. If we refuse to merge the two, as- 

we have seen reason to do, then we render 

innocuous the use of the organic analogy. "We 

shall not be able to safeguard our theory by a 

mere insistence on personality. This is not 

neglected by writers who succeed eventually in 

merging personality in society. But w.e are to 
# 

(1) Fhih$QpMcM Cntkimn and Cmstmcfion^ p. 341* 

- '(2) SlemmtB, m 14, p* m tn. 

(S) Short Study ofEtMcBt pp. 71—74 
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, safeguard it by interpreting (and cai^ying out 
faithfally the implications of the interpretation) 
it as the power of rising above itself.’ Thi^ will 
ensure the prevention of the individuality being 
exhausted in its relations, and the relating of 
nothings.^ •This also will commit us to positing 
something as, in some sense, external to the 
Absolute. This last point cannot be decided 
except at the bar of metaphysics, and this shows 
how in ethics we cannot escape “ paying tribute 
to the spectre of metaphysic.” ® But whatever 
metaphysical justification our conception of 
personality may or may not have, morality is the 
field of relationships and I'elationships are 

(1) “The real difference between the two doctrines [i. th% 
Evolutionist doctrine of the self, and the true doctrine of 
the self] is best seen by considering the nature of the 
bond which udites the persons who form eocietj^* Accord- 
ing to the theory adopted here, the bond is intrinsic and 
transcendent— intrinsic, because the cosmos is for every 
man as he makes it» and yet there is but one cosmos ; 
transcendent, because no man can get behind his own 
personality. If there is a b^md of union among persons, 
it must be intrinsic and transcendent/^ Short Study of 

; Bishop D’Arcy, p, 263. 

(2) €f This doctrine that the being e£ anything is exhausted 

in its relations to other things, is essentialiy irrational. 
Nothings cannot be related ; the terms are something 
beyond their relation, whieh requires them as much as 
they require it, or more then they require it. Mellone,. 
Fhilosophieal Criticism and Construction^ p. Ji52. 

^3) The expression is Professor Muirhead^s. 


J * 

idealism AND MAETINEAXFS EIHIOS 

jiiipossiblfe except oft this iiiterpretation of 
personality. We may note, in conclusion, that 
if 'wh do not merge the moral into the 'social 
order then it logically follows that society is 
the field of action of morality and it is not 
related to it in the sense of creating it. If "to 
admit this is to he guilty of making the relation- 
ship of individuals external and not organic, 
then we plead guilty to the charge. But an 
attempt has been made in this paper to show 
how the organic relation of individuals itself 
requires the positing of the individuals as 
external, in a very true sense, at the same time. 


hARTINEAU'S VIEW OF f\OUl 

Freedom And idealism. 

’ Idealism seeks to defend freedom in morals 
ky its theory of logical ( not physical ) necessity 
— action being necessitated by a man’s charac- 
ter and the man choosing it— -and discards 
libertarianism as an effete and outworn 
weapon in the straggle with determinism. 
Libertarianism it considers the offspring of a 
false psychology. Its weak point being the 
separating of the ‘ self ’ and the ‘ motive’ from 
‘character,’ thus making irrational the morai 
choice and introducing what it styles “ the 
liberty of indifference.” The great protagonist 
of libertarianism in our days has been 
Martineau, whose position is formulated in his 
■Study of Religion Analysing moral conflicts, 
Martineau concludes that in such moments 
the self has the power to rise over the ^character 
formed and thus choose, irrespective of it^, 
one of the alternative courses offered. What 
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Idealism fhiiiks of this * can he seen from the' 
following extract. In his article on Martineau 
in th*e Hibhert Journal for April, 1903, Professor 
Pringl e-Patti son thus criticises this position 
of Martineau, “ The initial error of Libertari- 
anism,” says he, ‘‘is that it accepts battle on 
the necessarian terms, and then seeks to evade 
the consequences by distinction between the 
character and ‘ the self which has the character,’ 
attributing to the latter a power ‘ at will ’ to. 

‘ determine himself to either branch of an al- 
ternative.’ But a characterless self is an 
abstraction of which it is impossible to predi- 
cate agency ; to regard it as issuing its fiat for 
the one branch or the other is to throw us 
back on the liberty of indifference.” We shall 
return to this criticism of the Libertarian posi- 
tion. Meantime, let us glance at the contri- 
bution of Idealism to the question of moral 
freedom. We must acknowledge that it takes 
very strong ground when it urges that unless 
acts have relation to man’s character, i, e. his 
self, they are but freaks of nature and there can 
be no responsiblity. Again, character is not 
• caprice, and we expect consistency and not 
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Sontradiction in the actions of one 
•character formed. Farther, a characterless^^ self 
is an abstraction, for ‘character,’ and ‘ self are 
synonymous, character being but the self con- 
sidered from the moral point of view. “ The 
uility of the’ act and the agent” (to use Professor 
Dewey’s expression) Le. of ‘self and ‘character” 
is one of the truths for the emphasising of which 
we are indebted to Idealism. 

From this it follows, and for the emphasis- 
ing of it we are again indebted to Idealism, 
that our acts are self-expressions, e. character 
conditions *our motives. If it is urged here 
that we are then in the net of determinism 
after all, the Idealist replies, and rightly, 
that while it true that having a certain type 
of character we cannot be expected to act 
differently, without changing character first, 
we are free to choose our characters. Free- 
dom, in other words, is not in the choosing 
of the motive, that is logically conditioned 
by our character, but it is shifted a stage 
farther— -freedom is in the choice of the charac- 
ter itself. We could have chosen a different 
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character, and hence our responsibility for 
the naotive, i. e. for the action.* 

Idealists allow that we are free to choose 
our characters. In other words, it is possible 
for character to change, z, e. character is n/)t 
static but dynamic. Once this point is made 
sure — that character changes— we thankfully 
acknowledge the services of Idealism in prov- 
ing the identity of * self ’ and ‘ character,’ 
and the logical conditioning of ‘motive’ by 
‘ character.’ We should remember — and it 
is most important— that no character comes 
out of a moral struggle the same as it went 
in 5 that it either is ennobled or degraded, 
the choice is conditioned by character, but 
which character is the qtiestion : the post- 
conflict or the pre-conflict? On the answer 
to this question will depend whether we range 
ourselves on the side of Freedom or Deter- 
minism. If we say pre-conflict, then we deny 
change of character— a fact which Idealists, 
admit— aifd go against moral experience and 

(l) The exposition of the Healistic position, here followed is 

more particul^ly that of Erofossor Dewey’s in ’his 

* Btiidif ofUihtcs.* 
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» become determinists. if we saj pos’t-confliet, 
we allow of the change and do no violence to 
the connection between motive and character. 
Idealism, so interpreted, ( and it is tho view 
of’Muirhead, Mackenzie, Dewey, Seth, D'Arcy 
and Eashdall ) seems to bear out wdiat is 
written “ And this is the judgment, that the 
light is come into the world, and men loved, 
the liarkness rather than the light ;/br their 
works were evil” ( Jn. 3 : 19 ). The condit- 
ioning of motive by character becomes only a 
truism when we remember that character is, as 
Professor .I^ckenzic points out, but a universe 
of desires’ — an interrelated system of desires- 
Cbaracter, to adopt Martineau's language, is. 
but an organisation of tbe springs of conduct- 
The organisation of the springs of conduct 
of a revengeful man would be different from 
that of a loving man. And it would be as 
reasonable to expect a loving act out of tbe 
organisation of the revengeful man as grapes 
of thorns or figs of thistles. The revengeful 
man will have to change his organisation tc' 
that of the loving man before he could bring 


(1) Mamml^ 4tli. Ed., p. 48, sec. 
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forth a loving act. Thus, as we have saidj ' 

the Idealist’s contention of motive being 
conditioned by character is but a truism, and 
the cause of freedom has nothing to be afraid 
of provided the fact of change of character 
is allowed in one’s moral theory. 

Our argument so far would seem to bear 
out the Idealistic strictures on the Libertarian 
position, and would convict the latter of error. 
But before finally adjudging the matter, let 
us look closely at the fact of the change of 
-character; and see if we get any light on the 
-subject from it. Let us recount -that this 
possibility of change of character is an actuaUty 
*80 far as experience goes, and that Idealism 
only shifts the question of choice a stage 
farther, and while disallowing change of motive 
allows change of character. Now, how is this 
'.change of character brought about? What 
logic will bridge this passage of the soul from 
one kind of character to another ? Surely the 
theory tliat character is the sole conditioning 
factor breaks down here. Character condition- 
ing the motive is intelligible, but character 
conditioning character, if it has any mean- 
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» fag, will oaly mean the stereotyping of the 
self-same character, our going round and round 
in a vicious circle and giving the lie to moral 
progress. Professor Muirhead explains this, 
^ change of character by attributing to the self the 
pofver to rise above itself.' If the self can rise 
above itself, are we not back again to the 
■^‘characterless self” of Libertarianism ? On 
the Idealistic basis —that character is the sole 
conditioning factor — there is no explanation of 
this phenomenon. In this fact we come against 
one of the mysteries of the universe ; we shall 
at least sojsall it till the ‘why’ ? is forthcoming 
In the close- wrought theory of Idealism — 
everything being conditioned by character* 
— there is a break here, a break which 
idealism has either to acknowledge or deny 
one of its preraises (vijs. that character changes). 
This then is the dilemma before the Idealistic 
theory of moral freedom. 

We shall now he in a better position to 
judge Libertarianism. The controversji between 
Idealism and Libertarianism is after all one of 
emphasis. The two theories do not conflict with 

1 The Elements of Ethics, 3rd Id., p. 69, lec. 19. 

6 
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each other. They explain diflferent sets of facts; ^ 
and so long as . they keep to their particular 
provinces there is no contradiction between 
them. Libertarianism explains change of charac- 
ter, and Idealism the relation of character to 

deed. The two theories complement each other 
and account for different aspects of character,, 
the dynamic and the static respectively. Jfhis 
conclusion is suggested though not worked" out 
by Martineau. In his libertarianism there is 
room for the conditioning of motive by character,. 
Cristicising Mr. Shadworth Hodgson’s deter- 
minism, he comments thus on a m^jjjjally blame- 
worthy act- “The Determinist”, he says, “if 
fhe carcis for it, may have the act { for, so much 
the more, in order to interpret the self-reproach,, 
must he leave free the character.” * This form 
of libertarianism is also noted by Dr. Eashdall 
when he mentions the Oxford Professor who 
used to maintain that one free act was enough 
to prove libertarianism, 2 

‘Freedom’ and ‘Necessity’ thus represent, as 
Professor Mackenzie points out, opposite sides of 

t diudp of Mdigion^ ¥oi 11, p. 225. 

*i The Theory of Bood md Mvil, Vol IL pp. 307**8. 
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% the same truth. ' ‘5reces*sity’, Prof. Mackenzie 
well defines as “ the uniform activity of a given 
character” (p. 142) 2 But it is from his de’fini- 
tion of ‘Freedom’ that . we must dissent. He 
defines ‘freedom’, first, as “the absence of deter- 
mination hy* anything outside the character 
itself.” (p. 142); and again, “to be free means 
that one is determined by nothing but oneself” 
(p. Tt2.) We accept his second definition and 
dissent from the first. The two statements, we 
hold, are not identical. We cannot speak of 
‘character’ and ‘self as one without confusion. 
It is to attjgji a meaning to character which it 
does not possess in everyday language, a •* 

This distinction raises at once the questions* 
already referred to of Tl) IJnmotived willing, or 
the Liberty of In'differenee and (2) an abstract 

1 “It is DOW generally recognised that these two schools of 

writers [i. e. the Libertarians and the Necessarians] 
simply represent opposite sides of the same truth, and 
that the idea of self-determination combines the two 
sides.” JfawMal, 2nd Ed. p. 143. 

2 The page references are to the 2nd Ed. of the Manual. 

3 Dr. Eashdali concludes a very discriminating discussion on 

the meaning of character thus : “It would be better to 
say that the ‘self’ remains the same — identical through 
differences, the same and yet not the same — ^though 
character may change.” {The Theory of Good and Evil, 

- Vol. ri, p. 305). 


S4 _ IBEALiSM AND- MAETINBAU’S BTHIOS 

«Iia?acterle,ss self, which are alleged to he such •- 
prominent features of the Libertarian position. 
W© shall now talse up these questions wore 
fully and in their order. 

‘‘Unmotived willing”, meaning by it action 
without desire, is never held by the Libertarian, 
'fhis objection can in fairness be brought against 
him if by it is meant that character determines 
action (is the sole determinant of action). Un- 
derstood as such, and the Idealist means no- 
thing else, the first objection is seen to be the 
same as the second, and is the very question at 
issue. Leaving a discussion of thift^question to 
follow, we shall here devote ourselves to the 
'related objectiou— covered by the charge of 
unmotived willing — of the Libertarian’s con- 
sidering motives as external * to the character 
(i, e. the self). This charge — viz. failing to see 
|he connection between ‘motive’ and ‘character’ 

(i. e. the self) labours under a verbal confusion, 
we venture to think. For ‘motive’ has not the 
same cwnnotation with the Idealist and the 
Libertarian. ITie relation between the Liber- 
tarian’s ‘motive’ and ‘self is, in Idealistic ter- 
minology, the relation between ‘desire’ and ‘self. 
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* And onee we have made tliis substitution , there 
is no ditforenee between the Idealist and th(' 
Libertarian. For the former, equallj witli the 
latter, denies the connection between ‘desii*e^ 
and the ‘self.’ In fact there eonld be no conflict 
(thlfe conflict of motives is the conflict of desires, 
in Idealistic terminology) without this discon- 
nection. Green, e. a. is as much guilty of this 
‘false psychology,” this “abstraction” as Marti* 
neau, when he suras up his discussion of ‘Desire 
and will’ in the woi*ds: “......it is only the 

feeling, thought and desire represented by the 
act of wiil^hat the man recognises as for the 
time himself. The feeling, thought, and desire 
with which the act conflicts are influences that 
he is aware of, influences to which he is suscep- 
tible but they ai^ not /ie.” • “Bishop D’arcy also 
emphasises this disjunction. “Man’s true self- 
expression”, he says ‘*is to be found in the 
debBTmination of his will, and not in his 
destiJ>«.” ^ Thus, if we suhstitute “desire” for 
“motive”, we see at once how the position, that 
‘motives’ are not external to the ‘self (i, e. 

*11) ffokgomma, p. 179. 

(2) Short Study of Stidcs, p. 37, footnote. 
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character) has to be qualified. The Libertarian 
cau have no objection to subscribe to the posi- 
tion, if it is understood by ‘motive’, those desires 
only with which the self identifies itself (which 
indeed is the Idealistic definition of it)— leaving 
it clear that the rejected desires (or ‘motives’' in 
his terminology) are external to the choosing 
self. . . 

Some of Green’s followers, however, have 
tried to bridge the gulf between desire and cha- 
racter (f, e. the self). We have Professor Muir- 
head, e. 17., saying that desires are organically 
related to character — the ‘self evide«rt 4 y,' Profes- 
sor Mackenzie illustrates this point in hi s doctrine 
*of universes of desires. Professor Mackenzie’s 
conclusion, however, (that desires are related to 


1 The Elements, 3rd Ed., Bk. II, Oh. I, sec. 17. But in sec. 19 
of the same book and the same chapter, Professor Muir* 
head admits the presence of isolated elements of charac- 
ter which are independent^ of will ( u e. the self). On 
p 57 Professor Mnirhead says : ‘ The former [i. e. so-caiI« 
ed natural tendencies and inherited characteristics ] as 
Isolated elements of character, may in a sense be said to 
he ^iTen% and to be independent of will ; though, as a 
matter of fact, they never come before us in a being 
•whose conduct may be made the object of moral judg- 
ment, except in a form which they owe to the reaction 
of will and intelligence upon them.** The qualification 
in the latter part of the sentence brings us back to the 
fact of the conflict of desires. 
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•ft universe of character) is* not a proving of the 
point at issue. For oharacter here stands for 
particular characters, for different universes of 
desires, such as that of the selfish man, the 
angry man, &c, and is not synonymous with the 
■self which persists through all changing dis- 
positions. The point therefore that desire is 
related to the self, that we have true self-expres- 
sioffln desire, is still to prove. On the other 
hand, the admission of the conflict of desire (of 
universes of desire in his language), the sugges- 
tion of desires hostile to our present ones, i. e. 
to our present universe of character, proves the 
•disconnection between desire and the self. 

(2) The question of an abstract character-* 
less self raises, in its turn, as we have seen, the 
question of the explanation of the change of 
character. We have already seen how on the 
theory of self-determination -that character is 
the sole determinant of action— change of 
character is inexplicable. This theory is based 
on an erroneous view of the self. .tWhat it 
ignores is that the self is in its dispositions 
(/. e. characters), but the dispositions are not 
the self j that the self is immanent in character 
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1:>ut also franscends it.* This theory is hut thf 
ethical counterpart of the presentational theory 
of the self in psychology, and like the latter 
leaves empiricism regnant in the very citadeL 
An acceptance of this theory means further,, 
through its identification of self afid character, 
a denial of change of character. So the dilemnnv 
before the Idealist is, as we have pointed out., 
either a distinguishing between self and charac- 
ter (the very thing he accuses the Libertarian 
of) or a denial of one of his premises : viz, a 
change of character. We have, therefore, in. 
Idealistic expositions, one part not unnaturally 
contradicting another. Allusion has already 
_^been made to Professor Muirhead’s statement 
ab, out the self rising above itself. , We find the 
same distinction between ‘self- and ‘character’ 
availed of by Professor James Seth, even 
after he has expressly changed his views from 
tiibertarianism to Self-determinism. “Is not 
ciiaraeter^ after all, hut a garment” he finely 
exclaims, “in which the spirit clothes itself— 
a garment which clings tightly to it, but 
which it need not wear eternally ?” i Agaih, 

(1) 12tliEd.p. 57. 
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• ©n p. 3S4, be remarks Shat “ the %elf can- 
not be snared, any more than the spider, in the 
-web ot^ its own -weaving.” He also speaks* on 
pp. 385 and 389, of “the empirical or pheno- 
menal seif’ and “the transcendental or Meta- 
ph'ysieal seif!” What are these statements but 
an emphasising of Martinean’s distinction 
between the “causal” and “eansed self” in a 
difi^nt terminolgy ? Are they not a most 
emphatic assertion of the “abstract or character- 
less,” which is the aversion of Idealism V 

The two theories of freedom— the Liberta- 
rian and ^TSe Self-Deterministic — which "we 
have found held by Martitteau, and which we 
haVe seen complement each other, do not' 
however exi)lain ail the facts about the life of 
the will. Both these theories imply eonSict, 
apd -vphiat of the regions, it might be asked, 
Whel-e the moral life transcends all conflict f 
tf theJ‘e is such a region, clearly We need a 
third View of freedom to supplement the 
previous two— wes Libertarianism smd Belf- 
Determinism. This view has been called the 
view of the fiighest Freedom, and as We shall 
show, it forms part of Martinean’s theory of 
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freedom. " It might l)e objected perhaps that 
this view of the highest freedom is not a third 
sepsflfate view, but at bottom that of self-deter- 
mination, for the highest freedom is but the 
truest self-determination. But it is best, so far 
■ as terminology is concerned, to distinguish- it 
from self-determination. For the latter includes 
conflict as well, and self-determination might 
be for evil as well as good. ^ 

In the highest freedom we transcend conflict 
and temptation. Conflict and temptation, it 
might be held, are of the very heart of morality, 
and so the inclusion of this view in««wdiscussion 
of moral freedom might be held to be irrelevant, 
^ut our moral consciousness will bear out 
Martineau in maintaining the life which has 
transcended temptation as morally higher than 
the one whose conflict is not ended. The life 
of conflict as Martineau points out stands for 
repression. Such a life has not yet, in Mar* 
tineau’s apposite language, become one with 
itself, TJhe stage of conflict is characterised 

(1) SUtdy of Rtligim, Vol, H, pp, 112 aadff. 

(2) Professor Maykeassie seems to make tbia distinction in bia 
, Mmmli 4tb Bd,, p, 9S, sec# 12, 
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• *‘by regulation at the expense of freecfom,” and. 
the stage beyond it, by “the coincidence of 
freedom and regulation/’ This is the sfage, 
looked forward to alike by the poetic and moral 
'conciousness. 

When love is an unerring light, 

And joy its own security. 

*^is much however should be admitted 
that this vieAV of freedom {i. e. the highest free- 
dom) has not uuoften been held in a way utterly 
negating moralitj". ' And there seems to be 
some seeming justification for this view. For 
morality in its higher reaches seems to be self- 
destructive. As i)r* Inge puts it very mildly 

there is a sense in which all moral effort 

aims at destroying the conditions of its own 
existence, and so ends logically in self-negation. 
Our highest aim as regards ourselves is to eradi- 
cate, not only sin, but temptation- We do not 
feel that we have won the victory until we no 

longer wish to offend. But a being who was 

— - ^ — 

1 It is SHificient to mention the doctrifie of deification as held 
by the mystics, and the moral aberrations consequent 
thereto. See Inge, **Christian Mysticism"* for an iilnmin- 
ating discussion of the subject. In history, the saint han, 
not unoften been next door to the antinomian. 



r , ■ ■ 

IDEALISM AND MAETINEAU’S BTHIGS 

» f' 

entirely froo from temptation would be eitkeE- ^ 
more or less than a man — “either a beast or a 
God^’ as Aristotle says.” ' '' 

One of Martineau’s services to the cause of 
ethical freedom consists in making it possible 
for us to hold the highest freedom with moralfty. 
The manner in which he achieves this is by 
showing that in the higher reaches of morality 
the competing impulses are present, anT^the 
mind is sensible of their attractions. As how- 
ever the attractions are proportioned to their 
worth, there is no conflict. To elaborate this 
point a little. In the higher stagfi^it is true 
there is no conflict, as the liking goes with the 
•higher spring. But that does not show that the 
rejection of the lower spring is done with stoic 
indifference. There is liking Tor it too, in ita 
own measure, though the liking yields to a 
higher liking without a moment’s hesitation,. 
iSfot to allow for it would be to detract from the 
perfectness of the character itself — this consis- 
ting in^a semihiUtyf not indifference, to the 
springs according to their worth. A perfected 
ehai«cler,e* p,, when called away from his family 

I ChmUm 11'6. 
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• ftirck by ‘duty’ would feel the sepaAition the 

keener — his very perfectness requiring that his 
hjvft should not be half-hearted — but w’ould 
gladly suffer the. privation. Similarly, the scholar 
when called away from his books by social 
sefvicG will* feel the deprivation the greater, 
though he would not have a moment’s hesitation 
in. deciding. 

The difference between the perfected charac- 
ter and the character in process of making does 
not lie in the absence of the simultaneous pre- 
aence to the consciousness of the rival springs, 
as we mighhbe led to think. This w ould make 
of it an automaton with the conditions of choice 
absent. ’ But it consists in the absence o? 
the hesitation before decision ; the absence, in 
other words, of the conflict, or the temptation, 
due to the lack of parallelism betw'een the two 


j !rhe language of free choice is used by Martineau, though, 
here we are in the sphere of moral necessity. But I 
have advisedly followed it, as it suggests strongly the 
CO* presence of impulses — the very point which needs 
emphasising. The rival impulses are present, but the 
decision is a foregone conclusion, being dependent on tho 
character. This necessity is not the negation of liberty, 
we being f ree,^ as we have seen, to choose our characters 
first. Perfection, it should be noted, is here used for 
human and finite perfection. Qt .Part II Idealism and 
Immortality. 
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scales. In the perfect character there is no? 
time lost between the presence of the conditions, 
of oBoice and the act of choice. Or, to put it 
differently, in the perfect character one natural 
like gives way to another proportioned to their 
worth ; in the imperfect character, '"one natufal 
like gives way (in the right choice) to a natural 
dislike of higher moral worth. 

The place of temptation in Martineau’s 
scheme requires some explanation. It is neces- 
sary in, the earlier stages, both for the conseious- 
nass of morality and responsibility. It has to 
be outgrown in the latter. At one -stage it is 
moral, at another, immoral — a contradiction in 
■terms, it might be said. We might begin by 
noting that both these contradictory positions, 
if contradictory they be, are Horne out by our 
consciousness. We do not attach any blame to 
conflict, to trial, to temptation ^ it is the giving' 
in to it that is blameworthy. jBut a character 
which is always undergoing conflict is in unsta- 
ble equilibrium, and we expect fixity or stability 
in the perfect character. The point to note 
here is that temptation is the mark of a growing 
character, and disappears when the character is 
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• full grown. In other words, temptation Beyond 
a certain limit is a sin. The following analogy 
might elucidate this point farther. Temptation 
we might compare to the process of learning to 
name things. This is apt to be slow and hesita- 
ting with the beginner. If the learning is to be- 
intelligent, the delay in deciphering the names 
— t. e., in making the right choice has to be put 
up ^^h. Saving of time here would mean only 
outraging his intellect and reducing him to the- 
position of the crammer. But there is a legiti- 
mate delay and an illegitimate delay. The 
leai’ner can Jby his stupidity increase the length 
of the delay, and by that much he is to blame. 
There is therefore a conflict of motives which is^ 
necessary and inevitable, but if this conflict is- 
extended beyond’ a certain duration, or certain 
intensity, then it becomes blameworthy. Tempt- 
ation thus to a certain point is the very heart, 
of morality, hut beyond it, is an evil. 

Thus we have the ethical values conserved 
in the absence of temptation and choice ' , and 
the position maintained that while these are 


(1) The connection between the two becomes obvious when we 
recollect that temptation to be real has to allow of choice. 
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accessary tor tlie beginniags of the moral life; 
yet they have to bo oiitgrowB in its, complete^ 
<ie?elopmont. 

In this paper, by a self-oriticism of Idealism, 
wo have tried to find a place, to be eveEtaally 
outgrown, for libertarianism. We have at%he 
same time sought to show that this is the posi- 
tion held by Martineau, to limit whose views 
to mere libertarianism, as is usually done, is 
not to interpret him fully. We thus arrive at 
a synthetic view of freedom which comprehends 
in itself and unifies all the views which have 
been held, viz. Libertarianism, Self^determinism, 
and the view of the Highest Freedom. Dr. 
- Edward Caird has summed up the case for 
Idealism in the following passages : “ The only 

way, ” ho says, “ in which we can clear up the 
difficulties of the subject is, by showing that the 
oonsciousuess of freedom under those two subor- 
dinate forms, as caprice and as obedience to 
abstract law, can be regarded only as antici- 
pative of a truth which is adeq[uate]y expressed 

in neither For, from this point of view, we 

perceive that all the moments by which the 
consciousness of self is determined, are really 
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Oicn tnoments, though in its imperfe*ct devel- 
opment they are necessarily presented as external 
to it a,nd to each other. In other ivords, Ihis 
apparent externality is itself one of the phases 
through which it must pass in virtue of the law 
of ks own de'N'eiopmeut,— -though it is a phase 
which has its value only as a moment of transi- 
tion. ” And again, “ But from the point of view 
whiiSr’ we have now reached, we are able to see 
that the self-contradiction of the consciousness of 
freedom in those earlier stages of its develop- 
ment is the very means by which it is developed 
tO' a form in which the contradiction disappears. 
We are enaloled, in fact, to regard them as 
necessary, because the elements of that con- 
seiousness must be divided, and even opposed to 
each other, before they can be truly and con- 
cluswel^ united.' ' The Jac£ of “the liberty of 
indifference” in our moral life, albeit one having 
only a relative value, is sufficiently allowed for 
here. But it would he a precipitous judgment 
therefore to conclude that the synthetic view 
advanced in these pages is one at all points with 
Caird’s. Further points of contact and difference 
will be brought out in a later study. 2 

(1) T/ia Qriti :al thilosophy of Kant ; VoL II, pp- 272 — 273. 

(2) Sae Fart II. Idtaiism and tke Problem of Evil. 




(i) Taylor, Fmhkm of Condnct^ p, 49’ 


Idealism and the Validity of' the 
Moral Ideal; the Good as Self- 
Contradictory. - 

Tlie criticism of the good as self-coatradic- 
tory has been made their very own by ]\!tAssrs. 
Bradley and Taylor. The criticism is striking 
not merely for its brilliance and fascination, but 
for the importance of the subject concerned, 
attempt will be made in this paper to examine 
the criticisms advanced and reply thereto. Such 
^a work has been considerably simplified by the 
fact that one of the critics himself has laid down 
the lines it should follow. Towards the end of 
the book Professor Taylor remarks how his criti- 
cisms could be met in one of two ways : “ either 
by showing that our analysis (of the ethical modes 
of thought) is false, or by proving that the con* 
tr’adictions it has detected are not really contra* 
dictory.'^ ' We shall try in this paper to follow* 
the line indicated. 


IDEALISM AND VALIDITT C>F MOEAL IDEAL 

^ ’ The emphasising of contradictions in the 
moral ideal, and the consequent denial of ulti- 
mate validity to it, is a recent phase of Idealistic 
Ethics, the earlier Idealists as Green, pointing 
to it, on the other hand, as the source of unity 
ia^ Che human life. But, on closer scrutiny, it 
will be discovered that between the earlier 
IdeaUsm which stood for the validity of morals, 
and the later Idealism which denies this there 
is not an impassable gulf fixed, but, instead, not 
a few points of conteet. The; later Idealism has 
only brought to light tendencies which were 
already latent, and driven to their logical con- 
clusions positions already taken up by the 
earlier Idealism. • 

The roots of the present position, we be- 
lieve, could he traced to T. H. Green when he 
speaks in his Prolegomena of our inability to 
understand what the life of perfected develop- 
ment will be. Of a life of perfected development, 
of fullness, we can have, he says, no idea. We 
can only think and speak of it in negatives. * 
And Green suggests the reason for it. Morality 
when realised out grows itself, and hence the 


(I) Frolegomem, section 172. 


« 
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perfect life is super-moral (eau only be described* 
in jiegatives of ethical concepts). This is a free 
rendering of the arguments in sections 172 and 
353, — where morality is said to be relative to 
imperfoetiou (imperfect state of society). Green’s 
position of moral agnosticism is however, we 
should remember, not a dogmatic one, His mind 
in its intellectual questionings only v eers to- 
wards it, but he does not definitely take it up. 
His position, in substance, is that morality 
exists in the perfect state, but how, we do not 
know, see. 353. G-reen’s inability to think of 
the perfect .state springs from hisc conception of 
it as a life of fullness which has no place for 
want in any form. In other words, it springs 
from the definition of the good as the simulta- 
neous development of all our ' faculties. Such a 
position excludes sacrifice of one faculty to 
another, in any form. But volition is based on 
such sacrifice — the preference of one spring to 
another. If all our desires were squally good, 
there .can be no action, and therefore no moral- 
ity. We can go farther, and say that there can 
b« no consciousness even, as we know it, A 
mmulfanmts development of all our faculties is - 
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4bterefore aE imtliinkable state imder eoaditioas 
as we know them. The moral end, so interpret- 
ed, is therefore self-eontradictory for tis. It *18 
interesting to note that Professor Taylor uses 
this very conception of the life of fullness to an- 
deriftine actidh and morality, as it indeed does.’ 

The way out of this negation of everything 
is to examine the criterion of goodness wh ioh is 
responsible for it, and to ask whether it itself 
does not need revision for ns. And this brings 
ns to the charge that the ethical ideal is self- 
contradictory, in that it enjoins both self-realisa- 
tion and self-^crifiee, duties conflicting with 
each other. 

Idealistic ethics has done great service in '* 
emphasising the duty of satisfying aH the parts 
of our nature. Of this there can he no question 
that it has restored to ethical thought the con- 
ception of the whole man, thus ousting the 
fractional view, which held the field formerly. 
But in correcting an error it has fallen into 
another. Prom all elements of oUr natur^ have 
to be satisfied, we have the transition to all ele- 
ments of our nature have to be satisfied all at • 


( 1 ) FroMem of Condaet^ |>, iTS. 
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once.i But the logic of facts steps in and makes* 
such an end impossible. For action, as we have 
seefl, depends on the selection from amon'gst the 
many of one of our desires. The Idealist is 
right in saying that Truth, Beauty, and Good- 
ness are in the end, hut he is 'wrong inmot 
graduating them in a scale of higher and lower, 
in the end. His conception of the end is thus 
u chaotic and not an organic one for «AT''The 
word ‘culture’, which is made to express the end, 
hides an ambiguity in that it is capable of two 
such different interpretations. We could either 
understand by it the simultaneous^ development 
of all our faculties (the interpretation put on it 
• by Green, and the logic of which has been drawn 
out by Bradley and Taylor), or a development of 
all our faculties in their righ^ time and at the 
right place. This latter interpretation, as we 
have tried to show, is alone thinkable for us, and 
has been well put by Professor James Seth when 
he defines. ‘culture’ as “not merely the cultivation 
of the several capacities, but the symmetrical 
development of all.”* ‘Culture’, he further 

(1) Frohkm of Conduct, p. 423. 

(2) MthkalPrincipht, 12th Ed. p. 25S 
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-points out, involves as a presuppositioM tempe- 
rance, and thus implies “freedom from the 
domination of any single tendency of our nafaire, 
ihe settiag to each its measure and limit by mak- 
ing it an element in a coherent and systematio 
xat>ional life.*’ ’ 

What is needed is an understanding 
whether we are to accept battle with our critics 
on their own ground, or revise their view of the 
end. Granted their view of it, there is no escape 
from their conclusion that the good is self-con- 
tradictory. But the truer view of the end for 
MS, as we haye tried to show, is the organic and 
not the chaotic one, and the work before us is 
to make it proof against all assaults. And w^ 
shall be best able to defend the organic view of 
the end by seeking out the strength of the 
.chaotic view of our adversaries. 

When we ask how such a position could 
come to be taken — the establishing of two abso- 
lute rules in the moral life : that of self-culture, 
and of self-sacrifice ; and the consequent denial 
of unity to it — we shall find the reason in the 
fact that we can have no moral law which does 

(1) Ethical Frinciplea, :2th Ed. p. 219. The italics are ours. 
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not allow of exceptions, or that we haye, in 
Martinean’s langnage, to allow of exception to 
the %eale of springs of conduct. 

If we now go on to ask whether the fact of 
exceptions justifies the conclusion drawn, that, 
there is no unity in the moral life as we know 
it, w'e shall find here again the roots of the 
present position in the earlier Idealism. In its 
criticism of Intuitionism, the earlier Idealism 
has done its utmost to banish the conception 
of law from morals on the grounds of exceptions- 
and of casuistry, heedless of the effects of such a 
procedure on the objectivity of morals. Professor 
Taylor has only carried out the logic of this 
•position when he denies to ethical theory any 
help in practical living, and makes moral life a 
series of irrational choice ; Eth'ios consisting, to 
q[UOte his pai-ody of Mr. Bradley, mostly in find- 
ing bad reasons for what you cannot help beingd 

The only way to meet this destructive 
conclusion is to go hack on the premises from 
which it>* logically follows, vindicate the place 
of nioral laws in our ethical theory, not to des- 

- 11) jProblmti of Cmuluet, |»i 201 : f. n. 

{$) Theory ofGemi and Evil, Yoh II. p. 281. 
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'* j^air of it practical guidance in cases of conflict 

of duties^ ‘ and explain exceptions to the moral 

scale — the last being the most important part of 

proving the reign of reason in morals.' 

^ It might he said at the outset, perhaps 
that in allowing of exceptions to moral laws 
we have admitted the very point at issue, and 
our„ jponceptiou of the end also stands con- 
victed as chaotic. It is doubtless true that 
the fact of exceptions to law (or the scale) 
suggests lack of unity, the presence of con- 
tradiction. Hut the following considerations, 
we think, will go to show that the contradic- 
tions are more apparent than real. 

(11 The end is not egoism nor altruism,' 
but the development of personality which 
subsumes both these. The criticism of con- 
tradiction in the moral end tacitly takes for 
granted that the end is the social good and so 
whenever alti’uism has to give place to egoism 
the lack of unity is thought to be proved. 
But the end is wider than mere socis.1 good. 3 

(1) The positione, advanced in this paragraph, we have tried to 

esta blisb in tbe first two papers, 

(2) Of, Muirbead, §!0d, p, 260’; 3cd Ed. 
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It is also personal good.* The moral life » 
moves round, two centres, the individual and 
socfety, and it is as much an exaggeration to 
say that it is only social good, as to say it is 
only individual good. 

(2) The only way to secure every faculty 
having its proper fulfilment, and not let it he 
billed out, is by jealously guarding the unseason- 
able intrusion in its sphex'e of the other 
faculties. Thus if both the egoistic and the 
altruistic aspects of our nature are to find 
fulfilment, the only way to secure it is by 
letting now egoism and now altruism take the 
precedence. 

*■ (3) The only way to deepen the concep- 

tion of our duty to others is to give us a deeper 
sense of the value of our own selves, and this 
is only possible by making egoism override 
sometimes altruism. 

(4) The end being a higher unity than either 
egoism or altruism and subsuming these, it 

(Ij Bocial and Ooinmon Good are often used as synonyms. 
But as social good for us is not always also individnai 
good^ to avoid ambiguity it is best not to use social 
and common good synonymously. In the perfect 
society the two would become synonymous. 


♦ 
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» vould require both these phases of *the moral 
life to have their pro/jer fulfilment. The only 
way t(? unify these two aspects of the rfioral 
life is, to speak in general terms, to follow 
•our duty to self as long as it does not come 
in«?o eonflic? with our duty to others, and 
mrsa. As to when they conflict, and which 
duty is to have the precedence (whether egoism 
or ’’aFtruism) we hold is given to us in our con* 
•sciousness intuitively. That is, our moral eon» 
scionsness reveals to us intuitively the excep- 
tions to, as well as the general scale of the 
springs of cojaduct, and we are not left in doubt 
■as to what our duty is under the circumstances 
— our actions thus being as far from Frofessos 
'Taylor’s “a series of irratidual choice” as 
possible. •• 

Coming to tlie connected question of the 
reconciliation of the good of one with the good 
of others, it is to be noted that (1) it is not 
to be achieved by showing that in the present 
«tage of society egoism and altruism are but 
the same thing looked at from different points 
of view '. This view denies the fact of sacrifice. 

(I) Mtiirhead Mements, p. I7d§’3. (3rd. Ed). 
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(2) Neither is it stown by pointing out tbat 
tbe good of one and the good of others mutually 
interact. This is true only in a general sense. 
I'or pressed literally it will mean that the 
loss of one can never be the good of others— a 
position which also denies reality to sacrifice- 
'Whereas all progress and all duty imply the 
stunting of one’s growth (e. g. of the father 
for the family ; of the specialist for human- 
ity )'for others. The real value of this attempt 
to harmonise lies in bringing to view that much 
of the sacrifice for others required to-day is 
2 temporary phase and will pass a-way with a 
tetter adjusted society ; and also the good or 
toss, as a whole, of one corresponds with the 
good or loss, as a whole, of others. But it 
18 misleading in its suggestion that sacrifice 
will be eliminated altogether from life under 
its present couditions ; or, what is the same 
thing, in an imperfect society. (3) The only- 
harmony therefore which seems reasonable is- 
to admit. sacrifice frankly, to say that it is- 
mornl up to a certain point (and within that 
there is no reward hut that of the good con- 
science) hut beyond that it is immoral. In thn 
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*» ‘perfeet society, e. g. (i. e. under our pfesent eon- 
ditions) there will be» the sacrifice (of culture 
to altruism, for iustanee) which selection of one 
spring to another, t. e, action, involves, but not 
the permanent sacrifice of one spring to another. 
Itris only tSis latter sacrifice that will be done 
away with, but not the other. 

^ Jin other words, the idea of a proportionate 
development, which we hold is the moral ideal 
for man always carries with it limitation, and 
thus sacrifice, in the sense of the absence of perfect 
fullness. In the perfected human society there 
will undoujitedly be no sacrificing of the good 
of one man to the good of another, but it will 
miss fullness of development undei'stood from 
the point of view of the simultaneous develop- 
ment of all our* faculties and not a proportional 
development of them. So that from the point 
of view of this wider ideal an element of sacrifice 
will always cling even to the most perfected 
human society conceivable. 

We have tried to meet the eon|radictions 
which have been alleged between (1) culture 
and sacrifice, and (2) the good of the individual 
and the good of the whole. Both these points, 
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it must have been seen, are conueoted and.' 
come under the generic head of the conflict 
between Egoism and Altruism. Corning now to* 
the second set of objections we have to note their 
interconnection also. It is said that morality 
belongs to the region of striving* and not'of 
fruition; that morality always implies something 
to get over (i.e. evil); that morality always 
implies want (desire) and the aetuali'y of time- 
— and so cannot have ultimate value As they 
are, in effect, the same argument, with different 
emphases, we sh.all deal with them together 
and not separately. 

The distinction between morality and 
religion in terms of a sharp antithesis is worked 
out by Idealism in a very special manner. But,, 
to say the least, it is misleading”. That morality 
stands for strife and not possession, and so has- 
to he transcended in our development, has its 
roots in the belief (1) that morality implies 
always a struggle with evil, and so when it has- 
suoeeeded in this it ceases to be or is transcended 
{Problem of Conduct i p. 423) ; (2) that moral 
progress is a mark of imperfection, being always 

(1) Taylor ; ProUm of Condmt, pp. 401 and ff ; also p. 423. 
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passage from evil to good ; ‘ aiid(3) th«t ‘striv* 
ing’ and ‘attainment’ are two wholly distinct 
and anfithetical stages and cannot be reconoHud 
These presupp(>sitions we hold are erroneous 
and are found to be so when sufficiently thought 
out% • ■ 

It is true that in our present existence the 
beginnings of the moral life arc marked by a con- 
flict w*th evil. Thus we associate morality with 
the weeding out of evil desix’es from "the heart,. 
But the work of morality is not ended with this 
conquest of evil desires, but only begun- For 
morality consists in keeping every desire in its 
proper place — our desires being good in them- 
selves, and only becoming evil when they have , 
gone out of their proper places. It is not the 
sense of constraint, but a sense of the respective 
ranking of the springs of conduct that is of the 
essence of morality. This is the imperiKshable 
contribution of Martineau’s Ethics, and in this 
sense morality cannot be outgrown, so long as 

(1.) The passage from evil .to good doos not here^ean from 
relative imperfectioii to relative perfeotion. The position ■ 
with reference to good • and evil taken here is not that 
they are relative, difierent merely in degree, bnt differ- ^ 
ent in kind. Evil is that which should not exist. See^ 
Idealism and the Problem of ■ Evil** in the second part. 
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'there eons cions ift'e.i This view also helps 
us to understand that while moral progress is a 
mark of imperfection in its lower stages-*-when 
it is a progress from evil to good — . in the higher 
stages — i. e. in that of the Highest freedom — it 
is not so, being instead a progress /rorn goo4 to 
a deeper understanding of the good. Again, on 
this view alone— that moral progress means a 
progress from good to a deeper understaeding 
of it — can the antithesis between ‘striving’ and 
■‘possession’ he resolved, and that between ‘in- 
finite progress’ and ‘realisation’ which Professor 
Taylor discovers in the moral ideals. 2 This view 
further helps us to answer the objection that 
morality implies imperfection because of want 


(} .) ProfesBor Taylor makes the mistake of confusiog ‘restraint* 
with ‘morality,* Of, Problem of Conduct^ pp and 423 
— For Martineau’s treatment of this confusion see Types 
II, pp. 94 and ; Study of Religion, VoL IL pp. 122 and 
if. See also the last paper : Martineau’s Yiew of Free* 
dom and Idealism** the portion dealing with the Highest 
Freedom. 

< 2) Problem of Conduct, pp, 393 and if. Not to allow of a recon- 
ciliation between '‘striving* and ‘possession* would lead 
Ui to a doctrine of a sharp duality between Beaiity and 
its appearances and Oonviet all experience as illusory — ; 
Cf Caird, Evolution of Religion, Yol. I. 139. It is true 
thaC * the margin * of knowledge, ‘’fades fur ever and for 
ever as we "move ; **’but if we might correct the meta- 
phor, it fades not before us merely, but also into us.** 
the whole disomssion pp. 138-343. Of also Fart II 
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*'(iesire) actuating it. This objection is based 
on an ambiguity in the use of the word ‘want.’ 
In its usual connotation ‘want’ and ‘comjjleteness’ 
do not go together, so want is spoken of as a 
sign of imperfection. But the want, in the 
sense of the desire of the good for self-propaga- 
tion cannot by any sti’etoh of language be inclu- 
ded under moral imperfection. Instead ‘want’ 
in this sense, exists in a direct proportion to the 
good, if the evidence of our moral consciousness 
is at all to be believed and taken as a criterion, 
‘Want’ thus is of two kinds. In the sense of 
the desire of the evil to be good, it is a sign of 
imperfection, but in the sense of the desire of the 
good to multiply itself, it can hardly be said • 
to be a mark of imperfection, but is one of 
perfection instead. 

This objection, against the ultimate validity 
of morality, based on the position that desire 
stands for incompleteness, brings us to the re- 
lated objections that ‘Will’ and ‘Time’, with 
which the existence of morality is bound up, are 
not ultimately real. But with those objections 
we are already in the domain of metaphysics,” 
and they cannot be considered without examin- 
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mg the rival views of Eeality first. For a full • 
vindication of the validity of morality, such a 
task is indispensable, but in this paper Ve have 
confined our scope to the humbler task — the 
psychological one of examining the contents of 
our ethical experience with a vieTf* to finding if 
there are contradictions in it. 

The result is, we find, that througjj ,the 
alleged contradictions of morality our life is 
being unified. If moral laws are irrational, 
then all that we need say is that there is some 
method in their madness. Morality, as the older 
Idealism asserted, is a unifying anrd not a dis- 
integrating force. This, however, leaves open 
'the question whether morality, as we know it, 
does not need to be transcended. As we shall 
see later, what we traiiscead is not moralitv as' 
such, but our conceptions of it ; and that our 
moral judgments do not apply in the same sens*? 
to the perfect life, ie. the life of God. It also 
leaves open the question whether the two deg- 
rees of -perfection — one for man, and one for 
God — that the ethical life demands of us is 
’’pecessarily the last word on the subject. In 
other words, the question remains whether there 
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^cannot, after all, be a positire side to ’tbe very 
negative criticisms of Idealism with which we 
have been dealing in this paper- But that 
req^uires a farther study. ' 


(1) '^Idealis'ih and Immortality*' m Part II. 

Motb.*-* T wo points, connected tliis' paper, require ' a 

little fttrtiier explanation. The /raHs tine ' difference between 
tbe_ respective positions of Mr. ' Bradley and Professor Taylor, 
Tbesa diifferences I bave not empbasised, as they deserved, 
especially as, for my purposes, I had ^Professor Taylor's own 
authority to view them as bnt- •** minor differences." (The- 
Ffohltm of Conduct^ p. 308). The second is th© propriety of nailing: 
a writer down to views which he has discarded ; It being well 
known that The Frobltm of Conduct does not represent its die- 
tingiiisbed author's present views on tb© subject. On this point, 
all that I have to urge is that I have taken The Frohlem to stand 
for a type of ethical thought, a type which has a very practical 
interest for th© life and thoughts of India to-day. I trust such a. 
us© is possible without taking personal liberties with its author,. 





PART II 

IDEALISM S CHRISTIAN THEISM 

If no finite fact can either exist or foe understood foy itself, 
then the true view of Reality must foe that which con- 
ceives the nnit^erse as an inclusive system of Inter- 
related facts which, as so inci tided and interrelated, 
are to be regarded as constitiitent raemfoers of a sing^ie^ 
whole.” — Prof. Pring^le-Pattison : ** The Idea of Ood.” 


Errata aad Corrigeada 


PART II 

Page ' 3, iiae 8 j Read index No. 2 against ^ time ^ and 
not ■ creation.’ 

„ IO 5 last line f. n. (2), insert at the end ^ p. 30 
and ft? • » 

„ 17, last line, insert * does not ’ before ‘ negates,’ 

and read negate /hr negates. 

„ 18, at the end of f. n. ( 2 ) insert "p. 12 and ft'.’ 

,, 24, insert as f. n. (2), * Supra^ p. 23 f. n. (3).’ 

,, 34, f. n. (1) line 11, read ^ because a self is a 
genuine source &o.’ 

„ 42, foot note. 

line I for (2) read (1); for 214 read 241. 
line 2, /or (3) read (2). 
line 3, /or (1) read (3). 

„ 46, /or had read as. 

„ 63, f. n. (1), line 20, insert of after * ignorance.’ 

„ 64, f. n. (2), insert =r at the end of the first line. 

„ 71, f. n., line 2, 12 ) /or ( 1 ). 

„ 87, f. n. (2), insert at the end ‘ see pp. 24 and ft/ 

„ 95, linA 10, delete a ” 

„ 98, £ n. (1), line 2, insert after ^ this ’ 20 and ft. 

„ 119, f. n., line 10, insert 636 f. n. ( 1 ) after Supra p. 

„ • 121, line 3, insert as footnote against show, see 
Part I, Chapter 8 . 
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.Idealism and Christian Tileism' ' 

Prof. Pringle-Pattison on Creation. 


Of the many points on which Professor 
Priegle-Pattiion’s magnum opus has focussed 
discussion, perhaps his doctrine of creation will, 
for a long time, be one. The central character of 
the dorstrine for Theism, on the one hand, and the 
writer’s eminent position in the philosophical 
world in general, and more particularly, the theis- 
tio wing of the great Idealistic tradition, on the 
other, have combined to lend weight to his treat- 
ment, Professor Pringle- Pattison has a wider 
diseipleship to-day through his written word than , 
can be counted merely by those who have had the 
privilege of heariqg his spoken word. Easides, 
his name rouses a veneration because of great 
services rendered to the theistic cause, his 
ever keeping to the verities of the spiritual life, 
and the exalted plane on which he always keeps 
our thoughts and maintains his argument. In 
addition to our hearts, he holds the mind by the 
brilliance of his dialectic, the richness of his 
eloquence and the extreme felicity of language 
of which he is such a master. 
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If, therefore, we feel compelled to take up' 
a somewhat critical attitude with reference to 
him in this paper, it will not he because of any 
insensibility to what we owe him, but because 
we have — however mistakenly— a feeling that 
he has called a premature halt to those moral 
and spiritual impulses in us which he himself 
has done so much to vindicate. 

Before plunging into criticism, we should 
be wanting in gratitude and fairness to him, if 
we do not admit the final vindication that the 
doctrine of creation has received by his electing 
it to other modes of expressing the relation 
between the finite and the Infinite. “ The 
usefulness of the term creation consists” he 
points out “in the emphasis it lays on the 
distinction implied, as being more than can be 
rendered in terms of substance and mode.” ' 

For Professor Pringle-Pattison Creation is- 
eternal* It is not a definite event in time. 
What is to be meant by this is. however, to be 

1 The idea of God. p. 414. From an examination of the other 
reiovaiit passages* we find Pro! Priiigie-Pattison argu- 
ing that God is BO artificer, fp. 306) but ‘‘creator in 
the fullest sense” (p. 401); that selves are not eternal 
and self subsistent (p. 317), uor the world (pp. 306; 
400-1; 414). 
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found in tte connotation in which he uses the 
word ‘eternal’. It is not to betaken in the sense 
of a denying a beginning for man in the eosmical 
process, or denying the reality of that process. 
While Professor Pringle-Pattispn does not beliere 
that “ours is the only universe where we have a 
race like man i, he allows for the origin of finite 
centres in time. 2 Creation as eternal is to be 
understood from “ the synoptic view ” in which 
“ the end cannot be separated from the hegin- 
ning.”3 If we therefore project our imagination^ 
we find him arguing, “ into the vacancy before 
the world was, nay before God was truly God, 
we must remember that we are merely transla* 
ting into terms of time, as in a Platonic Myth, • 
the eternal fact of the divine nature as self-com- 
municating life. ” * As he puts it explicitly ; 


1 Cf. “ Not to man as a creature specially located upon this 

earth, but to man and all creatures like him who are 
sharers in the life of thought, and called thereby to be 
authors of their own perfection — to man as rational, all 
things are relative.” Mart’s Place in the Cosmos, p. 42 — 
Also see The Idea of God. p. 382 where h© speaks of “hu- 
man beings or similar races in other regions of the 
universe.” ® 

2 Cf. p, 285. The Idea of God. Dr Eashdall has pointed this 

reference out in bis Ifmd Ontique. 

3 p, 361, Ibid. 

4 The Idea of God,-^^, 
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« 

\yliat philosoplty primarily seeks to exhibit isr 
the nature or essential structure of the universe, 
and that that nature can only be held to he 
given •when "we keep in vie-w the whole range of 
its manifestations, and relate these manifestations 
to one another according to their intrinsic nature 
— which may prove to be also a relation accord* 
iug to a scale of value or worth. But the intrin- 
sic nature and the value of any phase are not 
altered in the least by its appearance sooner or 
later in a particular time — series ; and therefore 
the latter question is strictly indifferent to phi* 
losophy, which is interested in th^e phase simply 
as a revelation, so far forth, of the real nature of 
the world, and thus an element helping to deter- 
mine the final answer which it seeks.” ' 

We therefore find that Professor Pringle- 
Pattison is impelled to this position — of creation 
being eternal — in the interests of a whole. God 
was never without man — that is the text of his 
high argument. His view does not commit us 
to an understanding of man and God, or God and 
the world as co-existent in any phenomenal or 
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temporal sense, but in a transcendental or 
eternal ,sense. He throughout maintains his 
argument on this double plane and in his con- 
ception of the relation of Time to Eternity wo 
shall eventually find the bey to his position as 
a whole and this doctrine — of eternal ei’eation — 
in particular. 

We^shall try to approach this doctrine of 
Professor Pringle-Patti son’s through an enquiry 
as to the place in his system for ‘process’ and 
‘contingency.’ For the first, we have practically 
a summary in his own words in his reply to 
Dr. Eashdall ki the pages of Mind. We find him 
saying Although I believe in the I’eality of 
process, I do not believe in a process which 
consists in successive spurts of something out 
of nothing. The philosopher must take the 
universe as a whole, if he is truly to 
describe its nature ; and it was the fundamen- 
tal conception of my book that, if we take it 
from the side of progress, we must take the 
process as a whole and not substantiate the 
earlier stages in abstraction from the culmina- 
tion in which they receive their meaning. ” • 


1 Pig3 7. ifinii, N. S Vol XXVirr. 1919. 
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Coming, secondly, to contingency, we note that 
an admission of it is the surest evidence of the 
allowing of process — change, development or 
growth, however yon express it — in a system, 
though the latter is not necessarily dependent 
on the former. Testing Professor Pringle- 
Pattisou’s system on this point, we find him 
saying “ continuity may be ineonsisten| with 
‘breaks’ if we define a ‘break’ as a ‘chasm’ or 
‘ an alien influx into nature.’ But if we take 
the facts as they stand without importing a 
theory into the word, we may say with the late 
Professor Wallace that ‘ all development is by 
breaks and yet makes tor continuity ” ' “ If 
^ we are in earnest ” says Professor Pringle- 
Pattison “ with the doctrine that the universe 
is one, we have to read hack the nature of the 
latest consequent into the remotest antecedent. 
Only then is the one, in any true sense, the 
cause of the other.” ^ Again, commenting 
on Bergson’s text of Reality as creative , under 
the significant page-heading ‘A Theistie Inter- 
pration’ we come across the following: “But 


1 The Idea of God, pp, 103-4. 

2 Ibid, p. 107. 
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even if the universe be taken as a mere fact (tr 
sum ef f|icts, it is there, once for all, in its nature 
as it is. The ‘Being is’ of Parmenides is, in this 
reference, the last word that can be said about 
it. ^It is impossible to get away from tin* (‘xis- 
teut fact and its nature. Whatever combina- 
tions may result within it, whatfwer qualities it 
may exjiibit, must be due to its own inh(‘rent 

constitution But the novelty in such eases is 

not, as it wei'o, a- creation ora spurt out of no- 
thing; it is the result of the togetherness of ex- 
isting elements and the mutual reactions groun- 
ded in their natures ” ' Xhis exposition, it will 
be obvious, can hide material div(irsity under a 
formal unity. The ditfcrence would emerge in ” 
the consideration of what is ‘a break’ and ‘a 
spurt’. This exposition could be equally quoted 
by both parties in a controversy and it would be 
a case of “Heads I win and tails you lose!” We 
need therefore something more concrete to judge 
about oxir author’s system. 

hTow confining ourselves to his latest thought, 
we find our Professor first, in his old role of the 
champion of Freedom. “Freedom” we find him 


i T/ie Idea of God, p. 381 . 
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arguing “ and to that extent contingeaioe, is tliere* 
fore, a condition of there being a finite world in 
any real sense at all.” ' “This primary conviction” 
ho explains “ is not inspired by the ulterior 
motive of iirtrodueing pure contingency and over- 
throwing the idea of law and system. it 

forces itself upon us apart from any outlook upon 
consequences”. 2 Contingency in the ijharpest 
form of break is unequivocally emphasised whtm 
he speaks of the possibility of what in theolog- 
ical language would be called eternal loss. “If 
we believe in the omnipotence of love” says our 
writer “the victorious issue may be secure--— 
secure, that is to say, in the long run and in gone* 

' ral outline — but nowise determined as to the de- 
tails of its realisation in individual lives or com- 
munities, and perhaps not even certain of gathering 
all the sheep into the fold, so strange is the power 
of self-determination vested in the finite will.” 3 
That such contingency is not necessarily 
inconsistent with system depends largely on 
what wo choose to put into the system. As Pro. 

I Essay on Immaaeneo and Transcendence in Canon Streeter’s^ 
The Spirit, p. 18, 

; 2 The Idea of .God, p, 2BB, 

' 8 The Spirit ; p» IB 
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f(‘«sor Pringir-Patfisoii has shown, if wo think 
of God as Eodeemor as wtdl as Creator we not'd 
not despair of system for a fallen humanity, the 
restoration of the lost hai’raony of the universe. i 

,Put issin,' might still be joined on the point 
whether a break, a step necessary to the universe 
as we knc»w it, need have been there at all. In 
other-*wurds, whether evil is necessary for good. 
We shall have occasion later to point out more 
exactly our author’s position on this point, but 
it will at once be seen that any weakening 
here — viz an admission of the necessity of evil for 
good— takes ^altogether the edge off contingency. 
The question of the reality of process can only 
be fully discussed in relation to the problem off 
of Time, but we think wo can at this stage 
appeal to passages in our Professor’s writings 
which will bt!ar out the raetaphyical I’cality of 
progress, leaving to a later stage the question 
whether they could he reconciled with his teach- 
ing as a whole, 2 


1 Of. The Idea of God, (p.40l) wliere we hare the equating 

of Theism and Absolutism— the identical words being 
used — both standing for the assertion of a perfect- 
and coherent whole’ ^ 

2 Cf. The Idea of God, pp. 340 ; 363 ; 384-5 ; 414. 
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HowtVer, ass we try to wind ourselves into' 
our author’s argument, the conviction grows 
tha'c we do not have all of him in our belief in the 
reality of process. His insistent demand to see 
life steadily and see it as a whole seems in his 
hands to negate all process and present ns with 
a static whole. ' 

But dutss a belief in life as a whole nece^garily 
lead to the conclusion of dooming the historical 
process of revelation to an illusion ? May we 
not demur to the alternatives to which our 
author’s argument seems to shut us up ? ^ 

The suicidal character of such a''proeedure is? 
to be seen in the fact that in proportion as we 

1 Of. T/te Idea nf God, pp. 361 ; 369-70 ; 378 ; 413. 

2 Of. “ Christian thinkers who are much surer of their faith 

than the.v ever can be of its phflosophieai vindication 
are. I feel, justified in putting these two questions. In 
the first place, How far ia Prof. Pringle- PattisOns view 
of God and the Absolute capable of being combined 
with belief in the divine Fatherhood P In the second, 
can his statements as to the relations of Eeality and the 
time-process be harmonised with faith in divine 
Bevelation ? We shall find that in both oases his 
thought exhibits two distinct and even disparate strains, 
one (d which can, whereas the other I think cannot, 
be'^reconciled with what we may broadly call the faith 
of the New Testament/’ Prof. H.R Mackintosh in the 
Vmtemporari/ Review Dec. 1017. My obligations to this 
critique are very great, though I would feel like 
pointing out that the dis|>arateness does not amount 
to a positive contradiction. See below, p. v; 
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' liold to the reality of the historical pruc<'ss as 
the life of Cxod, do we get at our knoniedge of 
God. And denying reality to the proce-ss is like 
putting out the yery eyes which lot us iiit(; the 
vision and the glory of the idea of the fatherhood 
of God and the sonship of man. In Ghristian 
theology wf? are familiar with a depreciation of 
the histoi'ioal setting of ovemts in the iutiu'ests of 
the idt-‘a, and this method of our author se('ms to 
b(? hut an (•xemjtlifieatiou of the same spirit 
though in another field, e/.t natural theology. 

But the redigious consciousness of which his- 
toric Christhniity is tin; type is somewhat wary 
■of the Whole. It is not hecause this category is 
inconsistent with the deepest evidence of this"* 
consciousness, but because the Metaphysical ‘is’ 
has a way of treating the past, prcsfuit, and the 
future as illusory. A continual incarnation, for 
example, has beem made to he contradiofory to the 
incarnation, a continuous miracle as manifested in 
th{‘ continuauee of the universe — to the miracles 
a continuous dying (atonement) to t^ie dying 
(and the atonement), a continuous revelation to 
■the revelation. Under the same form of words, 
it has often found to its cost, a radical diversity 
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of thought is hidden, lludor pressure of this ' 
feeling, such a religious coixseiousnessj as wo 
have in mind, has been led to. an opposite extreme 
and has laid itself open to misunderstanding by 
over emphasising the supernatural in the miracu- 
lous, for example, and contingency in freedom. 

So when Professor Pidiigle-Pattison speaks of 
an eternal act as “an act which is heiag aeconydish- 
ednow, and which we are helping to accomplish,”! 
we ask ourselves as to whether it will allow of 
the I’cality of the process of divine revelation* 
And, as to the answer, he seems to leave us in 
considerable doubt. Speaking of thci supplement, 
ing of “the docti'ine of a creation once for all, 
*by saying that the continuance of the world in 
existence is equivalent to a continually repeated 
act of creation” bespeaks of it"as “a statement 
which completely transforms * the original 
doctrine”. “The passage from the one statement 
to the other” he continues “represents the effort 
of the mind to emancipate itself from the siMtia^ 
lized form oj- time,^ To place the ei’eative act 
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t 111 the past is ri gilt iy felt to be making it a mere 
<,*V(ait ill time; to treat it as the present act which 
sustains the univorso is felt, ivith equal righ^, to 
lift it out of the temporal sequence and so to 
justify the predicate eternal i. Every statement 
of religious truth must undergo the same trails* 
formation. Christ must die daily; the world is 
redeiaued as well as created continually, and the 
wholl? life of (rod is poured into ivhut wu call 
our human ‘Eow’.” 3 

The point that we would like to raise is 

(1) whether divine revelation, or “self-communica- 
tion”, as Professor Pringle-Pattismi puts it, 3 
is possible, except through events in time; 

(2) whether while the ‘present’, in practice, is-, 
the primary tense, the ‘past’ and the ‘future’ 
also do not have a place in God’s actions with 
us? The religious consciousness, we should 
remind ourselves, does not consider God’s action 
in the present as antithetical to the ‘past’ or the 

1 The case for the present seems to rest on tlxe fact that 
active conation or striving, past, present, and future are or- 
ganiculiy related to one another in a unity of single experience.'* 
(The Idea of (lodf pp. 356-7J. Cf. also p. 369, Ibid, 

2 The Idea of God^ p. 370. 
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‘future’ ifiid -while it can belicTe in a creation in' 
time, it also beliores in a continual creation — 
staTiding respectively for the origination and 
sustentation of the univorso; and while it be- 
lieves in Christ’s dying at a point of time, it 
does not find it paradoxical to spealf at the salno 
time of our sins crucifying Him afresh every day. 
But what it fights shy of is, as we have said, 
a premature identification of the real aii^ the 
ideal, which slurs over the points of time in a 
false ‘now’ — a ‘now’ which is a negation and 
not a fulfilment of the historical process of 
revelation. • 

For the religious consciousness a lively re- 
••collection of God’s dealings in the past is essen- 
tial for right living in the present ; 2 and “the 
cloud of witnesses ” with whieh it is ever sur- 
rounded extends its citizenship beyond the 
confines of the present to the past. To cut the 

1 Of. ** lu terms of tlie old pictorial dualist ic language a 

** fact m heaven' ’ is more and not leas of a fact than a 
fact on earth " W. H. Moberlj’" in Foundations, p. 
33h He there denies “that our universaiising of the 
historical facts involves any diminution of their objec- 
tive reality." 

2 The poet's question “Here and here did England help me : 

bow can I help England:' ' ' though used in the limited 
context of the worship of country, represents very 
truly the attitude of the worshipper as such. 
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’ J»;ist out tlifrcfnre would be but to leave us with 
a truncated self. The future, again, is organic 
as the ])ast for this couseiousness, That God is 
Working towards a goal, a fulfilment, is at once 
its ho})e and reward. Tor Professor Priiigle- 
Pattisoii, on the other hand, the tenses have but 
a practical and not an ultimate truth.' 

Our argument has taken for granted that God 
z.s- aotu-o in the religious consciousness. The 
very fact of reveiation is staked on it Eeiigioii 
is not merely man seeking God, but God seeking 
man. 2 Professor Priugle-Pattison’s pages bear 
eloquent testimony to this, ii We should not like 
to forget this half of his intrepretatioii of the 
religious consciousness. But to proceed with ' 
our point. “ To speak quite strictly ” he re- 
marks “ God’s action may perhaps be said to bi.* 
identified with his essence. He wills Goodness 
Beauty, Trut h, the Perfect Whole. In that case 

1 Of, “All tke tenses of time are leqiured to body forth the 

eternal, and if we me them all frankly, w"e reaoh fwe 
need not doubt) a practical truth. Hut if we attempt 
a' more specultiye statement, the statt^ment must be 
in terms of the present.” p. 413. The Idea^of GotL 

2 The old distinction between ‘natural’ and ‘reTealed re- 

ligion,' understanding by the former man seekin^^ 

. .00.(1), .S.nd by the, latter, .God- s.eeking man, .is a diiference-' 
of degree and not of kind. 

3 See p. 21 o- 
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to talk fl “ God’s volitioiES ” in tlie plural, as 
directed to separate and individual cuds, is in 
some sense an accommodation toour discursive 
intellect and to the dispersodness of our finite 
lives.” Such a conception of the Fcrfect Will ” 
he continues “as I have indicated does-aiot, 
however, exclude, hut rather makes intelligible 
the divine causality in relation to other 
spirits ; for the action of spirit upon spGit has 
nothing in common with that of a force. It is 
an inward illumination, a drawing, the per- 
suasion of reason and love- It is by the vision 
of Himself that God eonquens the erring and 
rebellious will.” i The ruling out of volitions in 
the plural with reference to God’s dealings with 
man i.s to strike at the very root of the rtdigious 
conseiousnoss- It means, in^ effect, that God 
is not active in the process of revelation. If 
the verse “the very hairs of your head are num- 
ber(Ml” is to be taken in a merely pictorial 
sense, how great is the desolation wrought to 
the religious consciousness! 2 

1 Mind ^eply to critics. N. S. Vol. XXVIII. 

2 tVe coufesato a daugar pomt kare in our author’s exposi- ■ 

tion. See Dr. ^Bfishdll’s criticism of it in Mind. But ‘ 

this represents more an eddy than the main stream 

01 our author’s argument. See below. 
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III hi« (ihapf-^T on ‘Time and JEternif j- which 
if!, it soons tr» ns, a highly constructive study of 
the |.rol)I(.in, we find a more positive strand’ of 
•'ur author's teaching. Our fears as to the 
r.'ality of process arc considerably dissipated by 
the .tj-gumeiitlierc and our minds reassured ag 
to our autho)’’s general position. Tlie view of 
time ag an uneiidiiig series, which stands in the 
way of p(;rfectiou— both human arid divine— is 
exposedj tin; ]if(‘ of process is safeguarded by 
interpreting eternity as the meaning of the 
whole. Alongside of this interpretation the cor- 
lelative character of Time and Eternity is asser* 
ted, so that wo have no impassable gulf between 
the two. The most significant conclusion of a » 
very significant chapter is that time must some- 
how enter into th« Absolute expeiienco, i and 
this abstract conclusion is illustrated by two 
concrete analogies (that of the relation of the 
author to the temporal outlook of his characters, 
and of the parent sympathising with the child’s 
joys and sorrows) which leaye us in no doubt that 
the value of the whole negates the value 'of the 

(l) “ Hence the time-proeeaa mast enter soiueiiow into that 
experence” [i.e., of the Absolute,] Tlie Men of God. 
p. 363. '' ’ 
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paiis ail'd the timeless view that of the fragmeil.- 
tary process *. This, it will be rememberedj was 
thn very point — in the attaching of ei'clusive 
value to the present, with rofereiice to the 
A.bsolute consciousness — to which we took ex- 
ception in our author’s interpretufion 

The most striking expression, however, of 
Prof. Pringle-Pattison’s conviction as to the 
regality of process is to be found, perhaps^' in his 
concluding lecture. Discardingtho idea of an abs- 
tract perfection as “a false idea of perfection”,® 
our author seeks to find the texture of the 
universe in an unending strife of good with evil. 
The victory is certainly sure 4 but waits on our 
n efibrts “ and each of our actions and choices is 
therefore integral to the total result.” ® “ The 
universe” he says “is in no seiMe a finished Jmt ; 
it is an act, a continuous life or process which 
(to speak in terms of time) is poi|jetually hciu(j 
accomplished.” ® What is true of the finite 

(1) Tht Idea of God^ p. 365. 

(^) See miprut p. " ' '■ 

(3) of God, p. 399. — the page heading, 

(4) Ibid, p. 396 ** ODhe victory for which morality fights m for 

religion already, or rather eternally, won’ ' 

(6) Ibid, p, UX 
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Nl-If— <•' ii true self is .something to k? made and 
won, ti> b<‘ held together with imins and labour, 
not S(auelhiug given to be enjoyed” f—i.s alsj 
true of the Absolute. “ The same must be trae 
<d the Absolute as the iieriietnal reconstitution 
and \ictorious self-maintcnanee of the spiritual 
whole. ^ And us a fitting sequel to it, wu have 
the. .striking ii,lfirmation that thi- finite world 
“is mtjtaphysioally real, as fomuled in the 
nature of God himself ” o and tlie arresting 
conception of “ a God who lives in the perpetual 
giving of Himself, who shares the life of Hi.s 
finite creatures, bearing in and n ith them the 
whfde burden of their finitude, their sinful w'an- 
deiiugs and sorrows, and the suftering without ' 
which they cannot be made perfect. * 

lo Such a \ie\v doubtless no complaint can 
be made on the score of a lack of sta-enuousness 
or reality. But we most respectfully beg to 
advance for consideration the point whether in 
his treatment Professor Pringle-Pattison has not 

overshot the mark here. 

...... . ■ . 

(1) The Idea of Godt p, Quotation from Bosaugaet. 

( 2 ) Ibid, 4:1 S. 

( 3 ) 

(4) IMd,p.itL 
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His organic view of life has led him hero, 
it_^scems to us, into the position that evil is 
necessary for good. The “ abstract” perfection, 
the eontcraplative ideal of life, which is rejected 
in favour of the life of atoning love “ un- 
weuiiedly ereating good out of evil ” ‘ is reject- 
ed, as aiitithafical, be it noted, from this stand- 
point. For (rod, as for man, there is^ no re- 
lease from this warfare. For a release can 
only come when good can stand in its own right, 
when evil is thought of as that which “ ought 
not to exist” and good and evil are no longer 
thought of as ever-neeessary correlaters. 

“The divine triumph” “the joy of victory 
won” that God is spoken of as tasting, does 
not stand for the final conquest of evil. There 
are isolated successes, as it were, but no decisive 
battle which ends the campaign. This our author 
cannot allow on his fundamental principles- ^ 

(1) The lilm of God*^ p. 417. 

(2) Quoted from Professor Fraser in Man's Place in the Cosmos 

(3) “ The victorious eelf^maintenance of the spritual whole^^ 

is at the same time the perpetual reconstitution of 
it {The Idea of God^ p. 413), and ‘‘the real omnipotence 
of atoning love is iitnveariedly creating good out 
of evil (lUdf p. 417). 
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Attacking the same prubicm in liis veiy 
hi'st Work, our rc'Spcctod Professor takes the 
stand and his latest work is true to his 
hist iaith. **Such pure perfection** abs- 

tract^ perfection] we find him saying “would be 
colourless nonentity: then' is no victory possible 
without an adversary, existence is, in its very 
essence,^ this conflict uf oiiposites. His own 
pf>sition {i.e. Hegel’s], he might say, is deinous- 
trubly identical with that of rdigon, which 
maintains that evil is ‘permitted’ for the sake of 
the greater good, or, as philosophy expi'esses 
it, is invoivo4 in its possibility, ' Evil that 
is the moans to good, a dualism that yet is 
overcome. Optimism upon a ground of Pessi- 
mism,— such, he might say, is the character of 
existence as it reveals itself to us. (lod is the 
eternal conquest or reconciliation. We have 
no right to make unto otu'selvcs other gods, 
or to construct an imaginary world, ’ivhere 


( 1 ) 


The cold logic of Dr. Mc.Taggarfc cats deeper, however. 
It seems to us here. The two positions, he points out, 
of rehgion and philosophy are not identical. “ It [the 
position of philosophy and Hegel] differs from the 
second [that of religion and Ohriatianitv, in particular] 
in making this process -that Virtue is'transoended sin 
imverml and necessary". ( Italics ours). Heaelian 
Cosmology, 
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good shall bo possible without evil, result with- 
out effort.” I 

On this question our author’s views, it seems 
to us, have undergone a considerable ohangti 
of emphasis. Professor Pringic-Pattison has 
tried from the start to oombiue the Ht'golini 
view of evil, the relativity of good and evil, 
with a belief in Freedom. That most ^striking 
(.'xpression of the characterisation of evil as 
“ that which ought not to exist,” Avhich in the 
first instance is Professor Fraser’s, receives 
sympathetic appropriation at his hands in his 
review of the former’s Gifford .Lectures ; and 
also the criticism that to consider evil as neces- 
sary for good is to make it ultimately neces- 
sary. 2 The doctine of ‘ open possibilities ’ as 

( 1 ) p, IBd From Eunt to MegeL 

(2) The argument [ ** Evil as means to a greater good ] 

wa are told, in connection with a criticism of Leibnitz , 
** tends to present evil as a necessity, and thus almost 
exonerates the eviLdoer, who appears as the instru- 
ment by which the divine purpose is advanced. Moral 
evil seems thixs tranformed at a higher point of view 
into good. Profesor Fraser's view, on the con* 

^ trary, never loses sight of the fact that, whether from 
the human or the divine point of view, evil is that 
which ** ought never to exist/* The explanation, he 
offers, therefore. Is deeper and sounder, inasmuch 
as it neither minimises the eternal distinction bet- 
ween right and wrong, nor weakens in any way the 
central fact of human responsibility/* Man^$ Place 
in the CoBfmSi p. 253. 
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ijiijtliccl ill Fi'cedoin is also * Our 

author^ has throughout coupled coiitiiigeucy 
in his advocacy of Freedom. But from his laho' 
writings there seems to be an ahsioice of belief 
of evil us that 'which should iieviA" be. On the 
44}icr haiid^ as a result of till; tigliteiiirig of tha 
iioiids uf riiiltyj wc find and ^^fiiiitndcr ‘ 

and e\'i] beingmade the jn/eassajj bank- 
grannd even for the lifo of (hfd. Xor slionld the 
fact he overlooked that in a discussion of choice 
dll his Hiview of McTaggarths JJoifMasof 

iAs/o/Zo/'r') occurs this remarkuhle udmissinidh-}isit 
mom] goodness^ or ind(;ed the exislence of a moral 
agent or a personality at all is im]?osBihIe with* 
out the risk (jcitltout the [fraotical ce r laluf ^ ice ^ 
■man occurrence of evil volitions ; hut 

it doe^s not follow'* from this ” he^ hotvever, adds 
^Mhat evil is not repugnant in itself to tlie 

{]) “ A pfei'Bon who IS under an absohite necessit}- of willing 

only wliat is good is not a person in the seiis® of 
possessing morally responsible freedom, and God 
Himself cannot give existence to a contradiction/’ 
Jbidf p. 252. 

(2) It is childish, we are told *‘to imagine that good can exist 
for a Jlnite creature except as the eonenJest of evil” 
Jdm, p. 407, Onp. 413Jathe extract alread}^ quoted 
P' 10) “ their sinful wanderings and sorrowi’* 
are made to be in apposition with “ the whole burden, 
of their fim faded ’ 

(3) Sapra, p. 20, f ji. (3 ) ; alio Idea, p. 404* 
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autliur of the auiverso.” Wo cannot th('reforo 
argue to Professoi* Pringlo-Puttiswi’.s accoptaiKH- 
of the tlii'ury of opou alternatives in Freedom in 
his later writings, an acceptance which goes with 
the belief that evil should never be. He, how» 
over, has adhered to the last in the other belief 
(which goes Avith ind(derminism) - man’s po- 
wer of finally rejecting the good ‘ 

Th(! resultant effect of this doctrine of the 
thoroughgoing relativity of good and oAil 
on our author’s conception of God deserves 
attcnition. The history of man is not identified 
with the history of God, it is tru('r and but fair 
to acknowledge, though AA'hy it should not be, 
*’ on this basis, is perhaps another story. But 
we have' limitation ascribed to God, us Ave hav'e 
noted, ® limitation of a grave ^ character which 
takes away from his perfection and giA'es us a 


(1) Ie view of tliis liistory of our autlior^s position, it is 
interesting to note wliat an old student of the Master 
points out. “ And if there were any further critieisin, 
it would be that Professor Pringie-Pattison has not 
adequately settled his own account with Hegeiianisnu 
and relies far more on mere ‘organic unity ^ for solv- 
ing prohlems like perception and the moral ideal* than 
his own view of the individial justifies.*’ Professor 
Oman in Journal of Theological Studies, Jan-Aprih 

mm. ' . ^ 
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Oiiitf' l>i;iMg. .Fur !i Grod, whoso uctiv ity is ovi-r 
fond itioi led })y a background of OTil caiiiiof 
Th‘ a .STiffioiciit principle of explanation for limi- 
self, and much less for the world, He caunf)t 
be for us the Thtdstie Whole. 

Such a God might be *■ good ’ but not ‘ 
feet.’ ' The relation between the two categories 
will beTir dwelling upon a little. They both rep- 
resent fundamental conceptions of the human 
mind— “ the* tadief, in our author’s words “ in 
ultimate Gitodness and Perfection at thi; heart 
of things” They are but ditferent stages, 
though — in Green’s significant reminder — «'« t//e 
same journen. More j)r(’cisely, us Profe.ssoi* 
Pringb^-Pattisun’s exposition points out, the 
latter, as the end, is not a meredy supjoradded 
.stage, hut the completion and meuning of the 
former 3. “The perfect or absolute ” to ijuote 
our author “ is something which Are feel aftei*, 
whos(‘ characters are divine in the light of the 

(1) The Idea of Qodf p, 144. 

(2) JSfdp. 241. 

(»1) ** Tke End is not tbe final stage succeeds and sup- 

plants its predecessors, ; it is the meaning and spirit of 
tlie wli ole^ distilled, as it were, into each indmdual 
scene or passage/* The Mca of Goi, p, m2., ■ 
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iu'st we kuoAV. I A better relatiuHing of tlie 
two categories we could not imagino. What 
are eoncorned wdth pointing out here is that 
the ‘good’ has either to issue into the ‘porfoct’ 
or proCiH'.d from the *p(n'fect’ and cannot exist 
as a stage by itself. To think of it as doing 
so would he, to borrow an oxpression of oui* 
author’s, but to substantiate an abstraction. 
The fact that Professor Pringlc-Pattison lias 
tiled to mahe ‘good’ the final category and 
reji^ct, at one end, the ‘perfect’ — as giving us 
‘‘the idea of a God without a universe, a pre- 
<‘xisteut, self-centred, and absolutely solf-snfi5- 
eiemt Being, eternally realizing a bliss ineffabhi 
in tlu' contemplation of His own perfi'ction” 2 — 
and at the other, the eternal flux of a merely 
diA-eloping God, ® shows, (jii the one hand, 
hov' far apart tlie genius of his philosophy is 
from . the purely immanontal principle of 
Hc'gelianism, and also, on the other hand, liow 
much it is still under the shadow of it. 


To, shut us up within the sphere of tlit 


(1) Ibid^ p. 232. 

(2) The Idia of God^ page 399. 

(3) Bid, pp. 332*3. 



(1) Oalloway; The Idea of ImnmrtalUtj, pp. 17*2-3. I 
under coneiclerable obligation to bis discussion here. 


mi^TjJJl^VATIlSOS OX ceeatiox 
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‘giNHr is lo IviiYv iis willi all 
of our life iinliealed* It is to imply that 
liiimu'iiity cfHii reach its full development iii 
this world and does not need a trciiisimiKleiital 
world for it*. It is to reduce the traiisemi- 

«% -I.' , 

.lent work! ” as h us been uctitely pointed unt 
‘‘to an immanent aspect of this workl.’* > This 
is on(^ of the consequences of the r.'jection of 
the eat(,‘gory of the ‘perfect’ in favour of th(> 
‘good’. Another consequence remains to he 
noted. There uTll b.', on such a view, a disjunc- 
tion i.etweon God and the Absolute. God, as 
the less perfect, will he reduced to an appearance 
of a sup(>r-mora] and impersonal Absolute with 
which the negative trend of the Jdealistid 
tradition has made us so familiar. This conside- 
red rejection (.rthe category of th(^ ‘pcu-fect’ in 
favour of the ‘good’, in our thought of God, we 
consider Professor Pringle-Pattison’s the one 
serious eupitualtion to absolutism. And we 
have tried to point out its roots in tlie Hegelian 
doctrine of the relativity of good ajid evil. 

But this conception of God, however much 
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it may be empluisisod in our uutlior’s teacliing,, 
is but an eddying of tlie current of bis thought 
and'’ cannot be taken as representing the main 
strotim of his argument. That goes past it 
with u rush and a volume to a goal where the 
‘good’ is no more antithetical to the ‘pei-fcct’ 
and where the latt(.u' instead of being tlie nega- 
tive of it is, on thc! other hand, its fulfilment. * 
This, as already we have partially indicated, 
is the import of his constructive study of the 
relations hctwecii the temporal and the eternal. 

It was an “abstract perfection” that was 
responsible for the fixation of our author’s 
conception of God in the category of the ‘good’. 
But perfection in this constructive study wears 
no such abstract character, but is very much 
concrete. In the eternal consciousness ‘fruition 
and conation’ are- shown to subsist together 
and tables are turned on thc common difficulty 
by showing that it is Time that “is the ahstrae* 
tioii of unachieved purpose or of purpose on 

(1) Cf. Bif*; surely G-od means for us., . .the infinite yalues of 
which His life is the fruition . . .Truth, Beauty, 

Goodness, Love— these constitute the being of God— 
the fullness of the Godhead/* brokenly manifested in 
this world of thne"\ {Mind Eeply to Critics ) — Italics 
'vf- V/" mrSi 
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the way lo uclauvi'mciit'’ wlimvas thu ’“cumjilc- 
tcd purpose” is in the en-mai viirw.i Tlie 
synoptic view again does not negate the vaiinj 
of The fragmentary timt* vifAV, hut gives, on the 
(tther hand, nuiuning to it. While! the eteniai 
oonsciousnes’s is above the defects of the tem- 
p(»ral order — “thi! inliereut absence of unity and 
totality — the completely inorganic level at 
whicli its (!ont(*nts remain” — it takes on the 
imperfections of time. '•* God does not stand 
outside the process, like Aristuth.-’s God, Init 
takes on himself labour. * *' Tlie temiioral 

process is not simply non-existent from the 

% . . 

Absolute point of view; it is not a mere illusion, 
any more than the existence of tlit! tinito^ 
world, of which, indeed, it is the cliaraoteristie 
form and expression. I luivo urged consis* 
tently in these later lectures tliat the existence 
of that world must represent a necessity of the 

(1) Th« Idea of p, 358. 

(2) IMi, p. 355. 

(3) Eecall Ms two striking analogies. Siqwa, p. IT* 

(4) Idm^ pp. 408-9, The point to note is that it nnist be tbe 

Perfect O'od and iiotMng less, if it is to help. In tbe 
language of tlie Creed, the Elder Brother who is tempted 
at ail points as we are and yet withoat sin is the yery 
Cod of Ood* 
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divine iiiittii'e and must possess a value for thal 
experi(!nee. Heiic<» the tinu'-process must tuiter 
somTehow into that (ixporieiice.” i 


But this gives us, it will he said, “the pre* 
existent God’' which our author, has domvso 
much to render obsolete. W(“ are thus back at 
our original p(»mt: the dilemma of eternal crea- 
tion. Tlu^ compass, ])o^vever, which we haY« thus 
hdched, we trust, has not been W'ithout its 
illumination in understanding our author. 
■When Professor Pringle-Pattison speaks of man 
being organic to God ; there never being a time 
when God was without man; -is ho guilty of 
acosmism, of breaking down the distinction 
between the potential and the actual, of treat- 
ing all process as illusory ? That he has been 
so interpreted, we know. ^ But this is only 
possible, it seems to us, when we treat the 
parts of his exposition in abstraction from the 
rest, and not when we take them as a W'holc. 
What he has sought in his doctrine, it seems 
to us, is4o enter a massive protest against abs- 


(1) The Idea of God, p. 863. 

(2) We h&Ye m mind Professor MackintosJi’s Cmtempomry 

eriiique in particular* 



uuuerslitim, ui oc TJio sigiuncance of his protest 
ugainst'‘stiiges' in the divine life 2, his pouring 
ridicule on tin* category of \self-limitatioir of 
God us applied to creation and not calling it 
selfrenrioliment instead And the method he 
has us(‘d in proving his doctrine is a striking 
one. It is to snatcli the M’eapons from the 
hands of thti enemy— the Acosmist here— and u.st' 
them against Jiim. The ongineor has been hoist 
witli his own petard I The acosmist has been 
wont to provt^ tlit' n(.‘e(‘ssity of the world for 
God with disastrous effects to our higher 
interests- — God and the world being joined to- 
gether like the Siamese twins in Dr. Kaslidall’s 
trenchant stricture. * Professor Pr in gle-Pattison 
has met this acosmist jtosition by the cryptic 
statement (quoting Ulriei) “it is (>t(n'nal not of 
itself, but as the eternal creation, of God” s 
The ‘eteriial’ here is what is founded in tin' 


(1) The Idea of God, p. 404. 

(2) Ihe Idea of God. p. 312. 

(3) Iht rdea of God. pp. 387 - 3. 

(4) Quoted The Idea of God., p. 387, 

(5) The Idea of God, p. 305. 
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liuturc u'f things. Professor Pringlo-Pattison’s 
argunu'iit here, as we pointed out at the start, 
nio'ves on a double jdane and we should not 
make the jdanes cross, and take what is meant in 
a transcendental sense in the temporal. It is 
because' the boundai'ies are not kept in sight 
her*' that accounts for the phenomemon of the 
ri'adiiu'ss to accept the “mediated existence” — 
*th‘ ^‘xifftencp. of the ono in the other and t7i rough 
the other'— nx the ease of man, but feeling it 
“akin to sacrilege to make the sam(‘ assertion of 
dod” ' Commenting on this position Professor 
Mackintosh says : — “This may possibly moan, 
as other passages suggest, that ‘divine Love 
cannot but reveal itself in a process of self- 
communication to finite spirits; and in that case, 
unquestionably, there is mucL to be said in its 
favour. But if it means that God needs man 
for existence just as man needs God — their 
relation of intordependanee being comparable 
to. that of concave and convex — it is a conclusion 
in which religion cannot acquiesce” This is 
because'' the relationship has been understood 
in the temporal sense and thus the impression 
o/Gfod!. p. m. " 

* Vmtempotari^ MmeWf Dm, i91*i » 


pni.\CrLE-FATTI?ON ON CKEATION :S 

. . J /. 

.^]U3ii tliuf •‘!tu- liniti- eivaturfs beings 

fxistiiig ill tlieir own right, and capable, as it 
were. id‘ entering into a concordat with the 
Inlinite; wlno'eby finite and infinite should agreti 
to support one anothor in existence.’’ < This, 
i’roliessiir J-’ri*iigle*PattiNon in aeeordanee with 
his view of Time expressly repudiates 2 . So 
that we need not he half-hearted in our sub* 
seri])ti(Tn to this mutual implication, but go on 
to say that it is reciprocal. The acosmi.sra 
that nur author is guilty of is tlnis only a 
seeming acosjuism. The line .seems to bend, but 
it is only to effect an envelopiiiig movement to 
overwhelm tlih adversary all the more effec- 
tively. Prof. rringle-Pattison’s treatment here 
seems to us to be the most signal vindication on 
an Absolutist hasps of the reality of the Avorld. 

But, much as we would like, we cannot stop 
here in the exposition of our author’s view of 
1 line. Professor Pringle-Pattison after th us eom- 
pletely vindicating the reality of time, makes 

(1) Professor Pringle- Pattisoa in T/ie 15. ^ 

(2) maj be freely conceded -that to represent Q-od as 
dependant on anytliing ontoiogiealij extraneous to iiim- 
self contradiets mt whole conception of Him ; but 
surely nothing of the kind is .suggested in the Tiew I 
ha?6 maintained/" Ibid, Do, 

3 v./- : 
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llie- key of thu citadel tu tin- (‘uciuy, aiuk 
makes ui!iu ce-etemal witli God*, lu doing so. he 
not only renders nugatory bis constnietive study 
of tlie relation of Time to Et(‘riiity hut lays 
himself optui to his own earli<'r criticisms. 
The reason for this subtle trunsilion, on ''•our 
author’s part, from one sense of ‘oternor to the 
other -i is to be found, for one thing, in bih 
attitude to the doctrine of Trinity tfie other 
being the tightening of tin? bond of unity which 
is such a lUitieeahle featuia; of his later writings,. 
Profc.ssor Pringle -Pattison cannot aec('i)t the 
unitary eom.mption of personality. Por him the 
person, needs the ‘other’ to fulfil himself, and thus 

(1) Cf. But the more tliotightfully we consider the idea of 

creation as a special act or e%'ent that took place once 
upon a time, the more inapplicable does it appear. 
It represents the universe as in no way organic to the 
divine life. On tlie contrary, Oud is conceived as a 
pre-existent, self centred Person to whom, in His 
untroubled eternity, the idea of such a creation 
occurs, one might almost say, as un alter- thought.’’ 
.27ie idea 0 / 6rod, p. 302. For the other trend of our 
author^s thought— cf. *‘I cannot agree, then, that 
. ... a seif is a genuine bec^ause source of activity, it is there- 

fore necessarily eternal and self-suhsistent.’’’’ IMtf, 
p. 317. 

(2) LeoteeXrai, The Idea 0 / God. 

(3) Professor Pringle-^Pattison has noticed and criticised ‘Him 

use of the term de%'eiopment in a double sense 
as ‘time-development* and ‘logical development*-™!!! his 
ffegelMmm md FersmaUi-y^ p, 168. 

(4) The Idea of God, pp. 313 ; 410. 
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?Hai! Jfiiiiadc rlrnially flu- ‘other’ of God.' I'jnf !u.w 
the distiiie! inii liefH'eeii till' finite and the iTitiniti- 
e;u! arise un sueli a basis, how, again, the- finife 
eaii he an adequate ‘utlier' fur the r(-a.Ii>at ion of 
the infinite, .and huw, further, «iu such a hasjs. 
we nail avoid tiu- frank idciititieatiuii oft he life 
of tlie Ahsulnte with the hi-tuiy of niiin are 
qnestimis whieh Professor Friugle-Patt ison has 
tiiniself raised, or suggested, in different parts 
of his writings, and We shall he ill-requiling 
him to forget thi‘in.2 


(Ij Ct. “ Ihe Hegeliaa priaciple of logical implication is, in 

siiorfc, wli6ii applied to tlie ease of (.rod aiici tlie world, 
tlio, deiiiyilstratiori of the very priccipie of- eleriial 
creation for wkich we have contendeti God exists as 
creatively ^ realising liiiriseii* ie the world* just as the 
iriie Iiiiuiite is aot a raere-Bejoad» but- is present irj 
the iiiiit© as its snstaiiiiog and includiui? life.*’ Thff 
Mm Cf. alsoA**vthe completely aori- 

ethical idea of G?od as-a solitary unit.**- Jhhi, p. 1120. ^ 
(2) Professor Pria^de-Pattisoa has wroiij^ht elsewhere to wTiiii- 
‘Ghe -i-kiiowledgraeiit that the world-process and the 
eternal process described ..... as constituting the divine 
lite are not one and the same**’ The latter/* lie tells 
118 , **18 an eternal or timeless process, in which we dfi 
not wyjrk from point to point of time at all, but aiialy.^e 
the different elements of one conception. The former--- 
the worM-proceas is a real process in time, in which one 
stag© laboriously prepares the way for another ond gives 
place to it* MegeUmdsm and FersonUty, pp/ 1 77- 178. 
On p.^ 181 of the same series of lectures he tells us that 
the^ * Identification of human history with the divine life 
springs , . * . . .^froni the attempt to bring together the real 
process in time and the so-called eternal process of the 

{CmimmI on next namd) 
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rii' il«.ctriut' of Timp aud Eternity, at^ wt' 
fnuf r>'peutedly stated, furnishes the key to our 
t.rhf understanding of his doerrine, of Creation. 
Then' is no subtle transition h<‘re fruni the 
temporal to the logical eoneeitt ion, I mt a view 
which gives reality to time without sacrificing 
the organic view, the view which gives us the 
category of the Whole. Theism will, we cau.uot 
hat till nk, turn for long, for inspiration,'’ to this 
vit w of our uiithorks, in its trying to be earnest 
with the eom-eption of the Whole— a eoncoption 
which it shares with Idealism in its explanation 
of Reality. 

- ' , . ' . . » ' 

abeolute self-consciousness.*’ Ami of such a conception 
as representing the life of God, lie tells us “ tlie conception 
::mrries with, it no hint of the existence of a finite world 
at all ; there is no escape from the charmed circle of the 
perfect self, unless jper (Ibid,, p. 178). On the 

question . of the adequileness man as the ‘other’ of 
God, compare the words of a Christian Absolutist. 
“ For everj? human individual there go with the limit- 
ations of time, limitations in function, and thus in quan- 

:fi|y^and quality ufdSpiritual being That is to say, no 

' ■ ' individual after human type, no individual created 

in time and through-- -a temporal- process, can be adequate 
to the communion of God.. — Nor would any sum or 
■- system of such individuals be thus adequate; a system 
and history of incomplete respondents would not make 
with God the perfect communion in which each side 
is adequate to the other.” Bhwett:'— Christian View of the 
FForlipp.' 325-6 



'Qod and the Adsolute. 


Idi-alisni stands for the identifyiug of (iod 
and the Ahsolute. This is part of its being in 
earnest with the e.ouception of the whole,' In 
our days Dr. Rashdall has been the greatest 
eiitie of this ideutifyingj and it might seem 
best to approaoli. this question by way or an 
examination uf bis view on the subject. 

The first p<»int to note about Dr. Eashdall’s 
position hea-e is that he interprets the Absolute 
ill the pantheistic sense altogether ; the Whide 

% 

against which he argues is the pantheistic 
Whole.'^ As a reaction against such Et Wliole 


(Ij I'lie Dxpimsion IS Professor Friiigle-Pattison’s.', " ■ 

(2) ‘‘The Absolute is tlie Beiogwliicli alone truly is accl of 
wliioii all otlier beings itiay be- treated m attributes or 
predicates.” (The Theory of iTOod and En!, Yol II, 
p. 238.) And _the corollary fromtbis definition w© have 
in tlie following “And yet tbe sain© Logic wbielt 
leads to tbe assertion that the Saint; is part of (lod, leads 
also to the assertion that Caesar Borgia and Kapoleoni 
Bonaparte and all the wucked Popes wbo^haY© ever 
been white-washed by episcopal or other historians ar© 
also parts of Cod. How mn I worship, how can I striye 
to be^ like, how can I be the better for belieA’ing in or 
revering a Being of whom Caesar Borgia is a part m 
mmpletely md mrtifely as Bi Paul or our Lord himself?*' 
PMlomphy and Eeltgion, pp, 103-4. The italics cnirs. 
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his own* position is formulated. The questioit 
that we .should enquire, tliorefore, would hi* 1) 
whether in tliis reaction Dr, Easlidall givi^s u]» 
tin' conception of the Whole altogetht'r and i 2) 
— whiidt is more fundamental — whether Tlieism 
requires, in it.s own interests, the eoneeptioii 
of the Whole. If the second point could he 
Nuhstuntiated, then we shall tind Theism and 

' » . ■ . ^ . <r'. . ■ 

Idi'itlism taking a common ground as to the 
identifying of God and the Absolute. 

To take up first, Dr. Bashdall's attitude 
towards the Whole. Dr. Rashdall has persis- 
tently repudiated the charge* of pluralism, a 
ehargi; which his critics a.s persisti'iitly ]ia\e 
levelled against him.' Dr. Rashdall has always 
sought to explain away thi.s charge on tin* 
ground of misunderstanding. Bpt jierliaps, with 
equal justice, the critics might plead to his 
having given suffleiemt ground for it. The fact 
of th(f matter is, perhaps, as we shall try to 
show, that while Dr. Rashdall polemises con- 
stantly, against the conception of the Whole, 
in prai'tice his system takt'S it for granted. 

(1) The latest of these. Professor Pringle-Pattison, has repeated 

It Lecture SX. Jlie , Idea of God . 
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'I’hrri' arc tlijis 1 u <» slnuids in his tiaiching- -a 
jiluralistii- u!i(I a theistinmn* — however niiitiially 
irrecoiifila i(i(^ they he. Or— to ehaiige the 
niefaplior— when he is dislodged from his 
llieoretieal outworks Dr. Rashdall has always a 
jirejmred line' of retreat to fall hurdt on, in the 
jn-Hi'tieaf working of his system, whieh makes 
the work of eriti(‘istu a very hard one, 

For Ur. Rashdall — to eouflne ourselves for 
I lie moment to one uspeet of his teaehing — the 
eoneeption of the W^hole, /.(■., tlie Ahsolnte, is 
an otiose (ine. it is a eoncession to a eertain wa.y 
of til inking- — ,of traditional philosophy he would 
say perhaps. ••!£ we must use a word'’ we 
timl him sayiitg " whli'h niif/lit well be disi^eamil 
■ti-ifh., ('tod and the spirits are the Ah.solute — not 
God alone.’’ I with his teaching “the 

IJnivi'fse is a Unity.” This is a concession to 
the traditional way of thinking as the reservu - 
tions (italicised hy iis) in the following extra<‘t 
plainly indicate. “ The ultimate Being, we 
mi/, is One— a single Power, if we like we 
man Being, who is manifesttid 


I) The Theory of Good and Edl^ YoL II. p. 2ii). 
ours). 

‘n) PMIosophif mid Belkfmi, p. 106 . 
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in a jvlnrality nf eoiisciousnesses and^ 

tli(‘ sjnrits’j ,W<;' muy, i/ /rtf I /hr. regard 

air tlu* separate ‘centres of consciousness' as 
‘manifestations’ of a single Being," [liis real 
meaning however is to Ijefound in the continua- 
tion of t]i(' sentence] “but if so, we must 
distiuefly r<‘niember, if we are Idealists and 
refuse to regard as ultimately real a u^y being' 
who is not conscious, that this ‘Being' has no 
exist(!ue(‘ exe.e]»t in the separate centres.”' 

There are thus three kinds of Wholes, it 
would seem. There is first, the pantheistic 
Whole ; secondly, the theistie Whole ; and th(' 
third kind is Dr. Rashdull’s “tirtality of Being”2: 
'a ‘‘unity of ‘substance’ or ‘essence’” oftlie 
different minds, but itself not a mind (“this 
B<dng has no exishmee except* in the separate 
centiH's ’’“'•y. Uow much of a totality this last 
kind of a Whole is is significant from the last 
clause, which we have bracketed and which takes 
away with one hand the Unity, no sooner it is 
given hy the other. This unity i.s a mere 

(I) The Theory of (rood and Eoih VoL II, p* 241 . 

TheTheoqfof(}ood (mdEdl, Yol. 11 . pp. 

(3) lUiL, p. 241. ' 
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'alistfiu-tiim. If rlif piisition .■xpMuiulcd jn/r'* 
iiy Dr. Kirshdiill i.s imt pluralism, wo d" un! 
know wluit jtiiiriilism is. And Dr. Baslidall fuis 
perhaps heoii led uueonsfiously into this eon* 
eeptioii of the Ah.solute liV way of aeeomnuHla- 
tion not only to tdie traditional language of 
philosophy hut to the theistie element in his own 
teaehiug. It is beeausi- his critics have taken 
serij.>ii,sij wlmt i.s after all aii a€c.a.>miiioclatif»ii. 
liiat t,ie:‘y li,a\'o aeeiised Dr. Riislidall of giving 
us a ..liiiite (iocl. In, 'lii^ desire of aeeomiiiodatiiig 
Dr. Jlasl.ida 11 lias gone the length, it should lie 
iioti‘d, of liyjiostatisiiig what is.aft(‘r all merely 
the ^substance' or ^essenee" of all minds., as the 
(■‘.apitalS' so pli*n.tifi:illy used ■ iii.di<‘a.te. 

Blit if we tak(‘ Di\ 'Rashdall’s tiaiehing as 
a whole, especially his do<‘trine of God, we >hail 
find otlier eUuiieuts to take noti^ uR Tlie 
passages tliat we rely on for sindi an interpr<da- 
tion an* tin* following:— 

(1) " We may, if we like, call God infinite 
in the sense tliat then* is no other 
B(‘ing but wliat proeeed.s ultimately 
from Hi.s will uud lias its sourct' (»r 
ground iu Him.”' 


fbEALISM AND CHRISTIAN THElSil 

'2) ‘Go, I niuy I.h eom-eive,! of sos the .oium'- 
or soum* of all t]io .aaitivs ex,-oj,f 
Hiinsolf. a,jid nuiy know them tjirough 
iind llirough.”' 

(.3) “k’urtiier, I believe tiiat every soul is 
kept in existoiiee from moment |o 
moment by a eontinuous :i.et of tlie 
di\ino Will, and so is altogether 
•iepmideut upon that Will, and’ forms 
part of one system with Him.'’''^ 

“Certainly, the Universe is an ordered 
system: there is nothing in it that 
is not done by th(^ Will God.”''* 

The above e.lust.T of passages rej, resents 
God as (1) Creator and (2) Sustainer of the 
World, and as (3) the All-Kn<.«:er. Lea^ ing aside 
for th(‘ mom, ‘lit whether it proves (ilod to be 
the Al.solute, we may stop to say that it rids 
Dr. Rashdall of all suspicion of pluralism. From 
“the dependence of finite souls and things on 
the c-eative Will of God” w(> can cot, dude with 
a j)resent-day writer that “God does not fall 

( 2 ) . 

(S) Philomphy ami MeMgmi^ p, 1^2* 

' Ij .Pkihmphg anti p, 10^, 
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williili tlL‘ HjNteiE of fiijitt* spirits, 1iiit is I'fn^ 
active* Grriuiid w}ii«‘li cniidilinus tludr «*xis- 
teiif'E/ 'i ' 

I5iil the fiirflier que>tio.!i remains, whether 
oil Jlr. Jliisli^iairs data we eaiiiiot go further and 
identify God and the Absolute. We hold that 
to maiiita.in God as the World— Ground is 
ipHii f^etu to iiidentify iliiii with the Absolute: 
to say, 'tji o tnie, sv //.sv.% that there is 

nothing outside of Him. 

We are oneoiiragth in this thought by the 
eouelusions ol' !)r. Galloway, whom we have 
already qiiofed i.n a.nother (‘oiiiiec^tioiij <n] the 
mutter. Dr. Galloway's views an* very instnio-^ 
live, es]>eeially as he begins with the same 
premis<*s us I)i;, Rashdall but arriv(*s at a 
difteiamt eonelnsion. His views, w'e think, help 
ns to synijiathise ivith the. views of Dr. ilashdail 
and undersfainl them ladtor. Dr. Galloway 
also is strong on th(‘ distiiudion. ladween God 
and the Absolute ; on all n*ality not falling 
within tile Divine Jieiiig.‘2 He uses* in his 

(1) fhaioway, Thv 'Philmophy of Helkjlm, p. 476. 

(2j The. Philosophy of Pelhjmi^ p. 4BI . 
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•■xpiisition tlin very same weeds almest as. 
i)r. liasltdall. According to his tlieery, he 
says, “the term Ahsohite would siguil'y Ged and 
the world of spirits riitiuxu-fimj tritkia a roiiimon 
•iiiftji.niit tlcjicndfMii on (Jod. * In tdlier vs'<>rds, the 
univci'se us it system is the Absolute, and God i.s 
intt identical with the unh'erse.''^ But he goes, 
on to say at the same time, that “ the credited 
Wdrkl, though it is distinguish<‘d from God, 
has neveethi'less no being apart from God”‘h 
that “ the pantheisth- assertion. “’All is one,'* 
the tlno'st transforms into the very different 
proposition, “ All depends on one i that “ Spiri- 
tual 1‘etigion (‘ertainly affirms that all things are 
in God in the seus(‘ that he comprehends, 
sustains, and works through all. Piintheism, 
howe\ (,‘r, converts this truth into an error by 
rt'solving the activity of God in th(' world and 
the human soul into an identity of nature and 
.substance.''® 

(I) This is a special view of Br. Galloway’s concernmg inter- 
action which does not affect our argument. 

(2} Thd lidlosophf^ of lieliijiont p. 481. 

(,*i) The Fhilomphj of Eelidjhm, p. 474; 

(4) JhM„p. 46K. ' . 
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' ' \\’« tlii*! I>r. CMiii'lnding tiicrcforc : 

'• Thfi-t' is. u valid iiifaiiiiig wliicli Iht* 

W'lrd Ab-'itliite iiuiy hii\'c when a]»plifd to Qnd. ' 
AcfMfdiiig tv him •* God is Absolute iu that 
he is the UHOunditioned Ground of all finite 
existences, and is only limited iii so far as he 
limits himself tlirioigh tin- world which he has 
ci'eated...... ...He may also be 1.^11 ed Absolute, 

lieeanse he is a B>'ing hannonious and self- 
eoiiiplete. wh<»se coiiseiousness enil»raees th(^ 
whole iiuiverse.’' ■‘But’' heproeceds “ Ahsolute 
in the Theistic acceptation of the word is 
definitely d’stingnish<‘d from the speculative 
Absiilute which is the sum of reality.”' 

Our (•oiiriusion i.s that even on his own 
premises — ea., the distinction between God and 
the Absolute: the statement that all reality 
does not fall within fiod— Dr. Ila-shdall is not 
precluded from allotving, in a very true sense, 
the identifying of God and the Absolute that 
his doctrine of God as the Creator, Sustainer, 
and AIl-Knower admits it in reality . without 
formally acknowledging it, and that this tacit 


{I TMe oj p, 48 L 
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a.''."'Uin{if inn fumisho tlie di.s])Toof of tlm .-^tandiii!; 
rharge of pluvalisni agiiinst him ‘ 

Thi“ distiuctiou ladwoeu (Jud and tlm 
Absolute! — tho view that God is not the Whole — 
could bi' justitieed, on tlie bu.sis that it is 

necessary oflentinn's to abstrael fmni reality, 
to foi.-uss for the time being on the* transe'Oiident 
aspect of God alone. But it is at best a -provi- 
sioual way of looking at things, and we shall be 
only substantiating an abstraction if we stop at 
it. Besides, whatever practical justification 
it might have had r(!fereuce only to the earlier 
and more imperfect stages of the mural and 
ladigions life, the inward logic of the develop- 
ment in both these spheres requiring the more 
lounded conception of the "Whole — God as both 
immanent and transcendent. Indeed, as we 
shall see, it requires a shifting of emphasis 
from the transcendent to the inimant'ut aspect 
of this Whole. This distinction between God 
and the Absolute, secondly, has reference to 

(1) God is practically identified witli the Absolute when Dr. 
Eashdall grounds morality in “the ultimate nature of 
things” and makes it synonymous with ‘‘the ultimate nature 
of God ”— Theory of^ Good and Evil., Vol. II. p. 287. 

Ot. also p, otir to. oral couicioiisiiess is a 

guide to tile ultimate nature of Eeality or it k not.’" 



If comiututioji. tlif |i 

liuii uf the Aiisulutc, not t 


iutiiei-ftn- conniita 

' tho Aiooluii- Hi 


Bill l>r. [fushdall'.s differeucc.s with Thoistic 
Altsninrisiii are no) capabie of such easy udju>).- 
iiionr. Tlioy r<;u<‘l] down to fundamoiitals, sndi 
as tlio theory of the self and of interaction, ll 
is his theory of the self as mutually exelusive 
eeiitres of eonseiousuess— and his ini]>lieii 
assumption that to have proved its distinetion 
ti'om other selves is alsii to havi' shown its mu- 
tually (ixela.-sivo cliuraeter — that is the ground- 
work of his system. Under pressure of this doc- 
trine his whole system assumes a (diaug'ral hue. 
Its tiioistie element falls in the back ground and 
pluralism asserts its rightful sway. When we 
therefore come to systematise his theoi-y, we 
have left mereij a number ot mutually ex<dusi\e 
finite centres of consciousness, one of whom is 
perhaps greater than others, but with the system 
gone out. For there can he no place for God 

(I) Wlmt we are immediately coEceraed, to point out is, that 
the Absolute, so eomdved, ought not to be identilio?! with 
God'* Cklloways The FMlosophy of Religion, lu . The 
same coDsicIeratioii>— a protest agaiut: a special (the panthe- 
istic) connotation, it is interesting to note, makes Mr, Webb, 
from another side (making God not less but more) draw 
the same distioction, Quoted Fomidatmia,''' p, 
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iitid :t (MiUseqiieiir unity on <iu-b a basis. Wr>' 
shall try to make our meaning clear by referring 
to 'EashtlaH’s criticism of Dr. McTaggart. “An 
unexperienced vystem” cannot be real, and the 
•‘unity’ disappears" is his criticism of Dr. 
■McTaggarfs ‘iinity’--\vhere ‘‘ tin* separate sdves 
form an intelligible system, which ncvorthch'ss 
no one really existent spirit actually under- 
stands." In Dr. Rashdall’s syst^mi this Vacant 
i.Iac<- of “no mind which both kmiws and wills 
the existence and the mutual relations of the 
spirit’’ is filled by God. Th<' Jiecessary conclu- 
sion therefore would be that God is the missing 
unity. Vet the conclusion is drawn that the 
unity cannot be a self-conscious person. This 
would be to take for “ the very reality of things ” 
a mere "system of intellectual- relations consti- 
tuting kno-wledge or Science” and betray a very 
poor “ hold on the conviction of the supremely 
real character of conscious mind and the unreality 
■of mere abstractions.”' ft folbnvs, therefore, 
that Dr. Eashdall 'vorks w'ith two unities (1) 
that of a self-conscious person and (2) an 
impersonal unity— -the itnity of ‘substance’ as 

(!) Tbe quotations liere aro all from p. 125, Philosophy and 
Meligion. 
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iie \rould say i; the reason tor this second unity 
being the mutually 'exclusive character of self- 
coiisciousuess, ami the unity in a self being 
an abstraction. The natural question that rises, 
therefore, is « why use it at all?” But the 
omisbion of this unity involved in Dr. MeTaggart 
the omission of God. Either, therefore, (1) God 
and the^ unity has to go out or (2) the coneeption 
of the self as mutually exclusive centres of 
consciousness has to be revised. We cannot 
use, at one and the same time, both the language 
■of Theism and Pluralism.2 We have to make 
our choice and, in the event, Dr. liashdall’s 
cardinal doctrine throws its weight in favour 
of pluralism. , 

That this doctrine stands for undiluted 
pluralism is proved, we think, by the effects of it 
as they manifest themselves in Dr. Eashdall’s 

(1) The Theory of Good and Evil, Vol. II, p. 241. 

(2) Eeaders of Edward Oaird will recall his strictures on this 

point. “ I do not deny that there are many difficulties 

JO, tills view, difficulties with, which 1 have not attempted 
to deal But it seems to me this is the only line of 
thought which makes it possible to escape the opposite 
absurdities of an Indimdmlism which dissolves the 
iiuity of the universe into atoms, and an abstract Mom$m 
wnich leavp no room for any real individuaiitj either 
in Q-od or in maa^: not to speak of the still greater 
absurdity of holding both of these oue*sided views at 
■once Evoluttm ofMeligion, Yol I, p. 84, 

4 
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syst(iin. ' In the first place, we are shut up, ii/ 
the end, within the prisou'-house of our own 
pefsoualities and, secondly, the unity of the 
whole is reduced to a bare abstraction from 
being a living influence. The statement of his 
doctrine of knowledge that Dr. Rashdall gives 
in the i»ages of his Theory of Good and 
Evil is im])ortant in this connection. That 
“the Eeality of the world is not abstract 
content but living experience”' one might 
at first sight unhesitatingly subscribe to.^ But 
the context in which it appears and the inference- 
with which it is credited makes ns pause. The 
Eeality we find to be existing only in. exclusive 
centres and the unity of these centres an 
abstraction:— I can only here indicate the view 
that one mind or conscious 'experience cannot 
form a part of another mind. ”3 These centres 
are therefore incommunicable. Or, to be more 
exact, what is communicable is not living 
experience but abstract uuiversals; — “ The ‘con- 
tent’ of the consciousness may be shared by 


(2) This is the identical position of Professor Prinffle-Pattison 
p. 360, The Idea of Qod. 


{ 1 } 


239 


(S) p. 239. 
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^liiother t:i)USfi(»usnc*)>H taken ap;irt from the 

being whoso experidiiee they deseriloi Two 

minds niay experience, as wo say, the ‘same’ 
sensation because, in calling the sensaliou 
the same, we have made abstractio)i of the 
fact 'that tWo people have experienced it.’"' 
Whether this position lauds us in absolute 
nescience or not, it does keep us at arms length 
from each other and from God. Till poi-sonality 
can be communicable, we cannot have the degree 
and intijuacy of unioJi which our jiioral and 
spiritual natures demand.^ Dr. Ilashdall in 


(I) p. 239. 


( 2 ) Dr 


r. Las-hdull has repeatedly insisted on the possibility of 
utmost union with (iod, on his system. Thi.s. it seema 

Tr"“ oa the ba-sis of his ilieorv^f 

tliD soil Union possible-,; of a ebaraeter to siitisfy, only 

on the inclusive view of the self. Contrast Dr. Gallo wav’l 
position here. “ But the theory adopted here is that 

while psychical experience 18 unique and individual 
the ce,Ure opsychical exiierUnce is also a centre of interae- 
hon. _ God IS .he tundamantal Will, the ground which 
rastains and the activity which connects all individuals 
Hence ho is not subject to the limitations which uttaeli 
to individuals yphin the system, and every experience 
must mean somctlung to the ground that makes it possible 
as well as to the experknt centre itself. In this ihtiniacv 
between the ground and individuals, the 
pondition seems to be present for a knowledge wh eh 
18 .all penetrating and perfect”. The I>rineiples of Reliqims 
Demhpmmt (ItaUcsoim) That Dr. Eashdall^ woiS 
theory of God is of an inclusive self, we have repeatedly 
(Goniinued on next page) 
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the ethical portioas of his writings has amply' 
allowed and demonstrated 'it. Indeed it is an 
ampler air that we seem to breathe there. “ It 
is true that ideas may sometimes live” he tells 
ns •* when their origin is forgotten. But even 
in the region of Physical Science education 
consists largely in the history of past discovery. 
And there is this difference between scientific 
ideas and moral ones, that moral ideals are 
far loss separable from the personality of those 
who have taught them. The strongest ethical 
influences are personal influences. To say that 
the truth of the moral ideal presented by 
the teaching of Christ must rest upon the 
' appeal that it makes to the moral conscious- 
ness of mankind is a very different thing 
from saying that the influence' which that ideal 

ftjffirmed. But tMs leaves a greater burden on the 
coherence of his system. We find him saying, for example, 
that “it is impossible that thought and feeling can be 
related in God as they are related in us— that in God 
the object of thought should be, as it is in us, something 
not actually experienced, something merely represent- 
ative of a reality without being that reality ; that God*i 
thought consists in making abstractions which (as 
Mr. Bradley has taught us) necessarily leave out so much 
of the actual fact, in inferences which imply that 
something has become known which was previously 
unknown ; or again, that feeling should be in God exactly 
what it is in beings whose experience is limited and 
conditioned by a material organism '*' — The Theory of Good 
end Evilt Vol. II, pp. 200 — I, 
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(1) The Theorn of Quod and Evil, Vol. ll. p 184. 

(2) The expression is Professor Pringle-Pattiaon’s (The Idea of 

God, p 265). 
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uaFs power of iiideiJendeiit etiical thought'' 
and ft'oliiig to an extent wliieh shall make him 
not so much indepeudont of Authority as 
unconscious of its influence except in so lar as 
he sees the necessity for going beyond it. If 
in a sense the individual in the course of his 
moral growth becomes less and less depen- 
dent upon social Authority, in a sense he 
becomes more and more identfied with it. The 
commands to which he once submitted as mere 
external commands now become to him the 
■commands of his own higher self: he w’ho was 
the subject over against an actual legislator, 
now becomes himself the legislator as ■'■w^ell 
as the subject — legislator for himself and, 

as a member of the society, legislator for 
others.”' We would draw "attention to the 
fact that the relationship of one mind to another 
is here described in terins of identity and 
inclusion. When in the course of the transi- 
tion from the external to the internal, the 
moral law is spoken of as becoming the law of 
his own higher self, the conception of the unitary 
and exclusive personality is given up, the 



(1) The Theory of Good and Evil, Vol II, p. 187, 
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'|ioint admitted of.tlxe inchision of one mind hi 
another. And whal is true of human selves, 
is mueh truer, as we have already seen, of the 
relationship of the human to the divine, self. It 
is only by the giving upof the theory of iiiutuully 
exchtsive personalities, and therefore the abs- 
tract and inipor.sonal character of the unity™ 
the Whole — as Dr. Eashdall has done here, that 
moral and spiritual values can be conserved, and 
the intere,sts of personality and reality .saved. 
Extremes meet, and it is its reductio ad 
ahsurdum that Dr. Rashdall’s position of 
mutually exclusive personalitie.s eventually 
approximates to that of the panthei,stic Abso- 
lutist in the extreme separation of content and 
consciousness. It has been pointed out that 
“ when the who«le stress is laid on content, the 
content conies to be regarded as somehow 
detachable from the centres.”* The same result 
could be arrived at by the road of laying the 
whole stress on the centres. As the same 
authority points out, just as the unification 
of Consciousness in a single self is fatal to 
the teal selfhood of God and man, so this 


(1) The Idea of God^ p. 283. 
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suixstautiatmg of a formal uuity, by the •uiidiiV 
abstraction of the contend from the self,' i» 
equally fatal to personality in God arid Man.2 
The pursuit of reality and the avoidance of 
abstractions, becomes equally on such a method 
the pursuit of abstractions and the avoidance 
of reality. 

If, therefore, a cul de sac is to be ^voided 
and Dr. Bashdall’s theistie element to come into 
its own, what is necessary is, as our discussion 
has more than once indicated, a revision of the 
fundamental doctrine of the mutually exclusive 
centres of consciousness. For this revision, 
Dr. Rashdall’s own writings furnish, as we have 
tried to show, not an inconsiderable foothold. 
Tlie conception of a conei’ete Universal seems 
to dominate more strongly his ethical 
views and we seem to find there that 
just balance between the Universal and the 
Particular which prevents the error of one 
set of complementary truths swallowing the 


(1) Dr. EashdalFs terminology would give * content' from 

‘consciousness'. Supra pp. 50 and ff. 

(2) The Idea of Godf p. $90 , 
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'dther.i We have already referred to his Yecoiicil- 
iation of the priixnples of authority and antou- 
oiny.2 Take now his discussion of the plurality 
of ideals. ‘‘There are duties” he tells u.s 
^‘peculiar to particular vocations — that is to 
8ay,*not merMy duties connected with partic- 
ular offices or professions or classes, but duties 
incumbojit on individuals of a certain tempera* 
tneut or certuiu capacities without being in- 


(1) I'll© abstract iioiversal is all tbe uiiivarsal that I)r. Kasbdaii 
seems disposed to allow in the more metaphysical portions 
oi^Me writings. For example, in course of his Mind 
criticism of Prof, Pringle-Pattison^s refusal to treat 
G-od as merely one of the selTes and not the Whole, Dr. 
Pasbdall points out that this is to reduce Him to the 
imsitioii of a mere abstract uniyersal and “it follows 
that He has no existence except in the particulars » 
just as there is no ‘hutnanitv* except the 
humanity which is present in Flafo, Socrates, and other 
individuals \ This treatment of ‘humanity' «.s an 
aostraction is interesting, first, because of its bearing 
on the question of the character of God as the ITnivorsal. 
As Prof. Pringle- Pattion remarks : “If humanity, aa 
^ ke dismissed «s an abstraction, may 

supreme Universal, succumb to a similar 
criticism sf (The Idea of God, p. 141). But it is also 
interestin”: Because of Dr. BashdalPs implied admission 
as to its being concrete in the following quotation 
' ■ ■ ‘‘The true love of Humanity is the love 

of Humanity at its highest — *the love not of all men 
nor yet of every man, but of the man in every man* 


r 
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cumbent on all— j and there are divergent typer 
of intellectual and emotional constitution which 
qualify a man for one occupation or 'mode of 
life rather than for another, and make it his 
duty to adopt one rather than another.’’ * 
hTow to the other side of the question. "“All 
this” he proceeds “may be fully and freely 
admitted ; but there remains a sense in which 
we may nevertheless speak of a single ideal of 
human character, and cannot refuse to do so 
without contradicting the most essential deliver- 
ances of the moral consciousness” 2. “To deny 
either of those sides of the truth” he tells us 
“leads to exaggeration and one-sidedness.® 

We might also add here Dr. Eashdall’s 
doctrine of the relation of the individual intui- 
tions to the End. The intmtions have value 
in themselves and at the same time are made 
good by the End.'* 

It is this Just balance, this sense of the 
concrete, that we miss in the metaphysical 
portions of his writings. Here Dr. Rashdall is 


(1) I6M, p. 142. 

^2) The Theory of Good and Uvilf II, p- 143. 

(3) Ibid, p. 147* 

(4) IMd, I, p, 96. 
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'rciulior to ti't'ot !is aiititliotieul 'ivliii.' lio had 
allowed its eoiiiplenseutary in other portions of 
his writings. W<! had said at the outset that 
in Ur. RushdalPs position was inipliod the view 
of God as the whole. We have tried to give 
the*L“videuce’ for it. At the same time there 
is the pluralistic element which constantly 
makes its presence felt in making the assertion 
of one side of a truth to mean the rejection of 
the other. For example that : 

(1) To admit the uniquoues.s of self- 
consciousness is to disprove its inclusne 

character. 

( 2 ) To admit that some experience falls 
outside the Infinite is to disprove the Infinite. 

(3) To admit difierenee in relation is to 
disprove identity. 

Pluralism donbtloss gives a much simpler 
view of personality, hut it also misses the com- 
plexity and richness of life audits truth. The 
three lines which we have just indicated and 
along which Dr. Eashdall’s criticism generally 
moves ' is at bottom one ; the second and third 


(!) We have in mind specially his criticism of Prof. 
Pringle-Pattison in tha pages of Jfind. 
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being an' amplification of the first, and 'witb it' 
we have tried to deal at lofiigth, though nega- 
tively and by way oi reductio ad abkirchim. 
A more positive method of dealing with it 
would be to point to illustrations of one mind 
containing other minds. For this we have gone 
to Dr. Eashdall’s very pages. The personality 
of God is the most inclusive, as we have seen 
in the extract quoted '. Dr, Eashdall^s doc- 
trine of the person of Christ is another illustra- 
tion from his pages. From the side of Christ’s 
relation to God, we are told of his conscious- 
ness as a God-dwelt consciousness 2. From 
the side of man, Christ is represented as the 
, ideal mans, and the representative of humanity.* 


(1) Supra p 52, f n. 

(2} The exact ‘expressions* arei* ‘the God-manhood 
of Christ* ; ‘the indwelling Of God in Christ* ; Fhilos- 
ophy and Religion, p. 179; in his ‘character*, we are 
told, we haye. “the highest revelation of the divine 
nature**, p. 181 ^ 

(3) “The one in whom the ideal relsetion of man to God 
is most completely realised** I^d, p. 181. 

(4) “The highest representative of Humanity.** Ihid, p. 181. 

[Cf. “To say that He (Christ) represents humanity, 
as humanity now is, would be absurd; when we call His 
personality representative we mean that in it we see- 
what all men shall become**. Foundations, p. 254 ] 
This, along with what Dr. Eashdall himself has said 
of ‘humanity* (p 67, In. (1) give us the concrete and 
, not merely the logical XJniversaL “Christ is Man not 
generically but inclusively** is a cardinal doctrine of 

\ Christian theology. Foundations, p, 247. 



(1) “To say ‘Ood is in us* or *m Him we liye and move and 

have oiv being’ implies that there is a distinction 
between the being who indwells and the* being that is 
indwelt The moat intimate communion is not identity. 
Two minds may be one in thought, in aspiration, in ^ 
mutual love, but love implies twoness”. Cktirch 
Quarterly Meview Article, April, 1920. 

(2) Of. “the completely non -ethical idea of God as a 

solitary unit.” The Idea of God, p 320. I)r. EashdalFs 
view of the exclusive character of consciousness " 
receives its most striking illustration, perhaps, in his 
exposition of the doctrine of the Trinity. See 
Fhihmphy and Religion, pp. J81 and if. 

(3} Of. “I have already tried to show that Prof. Pringle- 
Pattison’s objection to my refusal to think of 
the finite spirits as included in, the Being of God 
(identified by him with the Absolute) seems tome 
to rest upon a misunderstanding, because my critic 
himself does not at bottom treat the actual conscious- 
ness of the individual as part of the consciousness of 
God, The statemeut that God and the finite spirits 
together make up the Absolute, seems to me the 
natural way of formulating what he believes as well 
a» myself,” Mind criticism of Prof. Pringle-Pattison. 
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now already are in the iMdst of the second' 
line of argument. d 

What we have to remark, xnider this head, 
is that we have no right to accept ono part of 
the witness of our experience (that some of it 
falls outside God) and rt'jcct the other half 
{our hoing in God). It is one undivided fact- 
this experience — and we cannot abstract from -it 
in the interests of any theory. Besides, both 
these related parts of experience rest on one of 
our clearest moral certainties — the fact, of the 
freedom of the will. It is a fact of experience, 
that created as we are by God and sustained 
by Him every moment of our life, we have still 
this power of self-determination. The evil that 
we do wo do not ascribe to Him, but existence, 
in the fullest sense, would at the same time 
be impossible without His sustaining power. ' 
If this is an intellectual difficulty or moral 


“In the sphere of iudividual spirits, along with an 
■altimate dependence on G-od, there is u greater relative 
independence*’ — Galloway : The Philosophy of Pe- 
lt gion, p. 475. 

The conception of a God, part of w^hom is liable to go 
wrong and to will something which is clean contrary to 
what God Himself as a Whole wills — of a consciousness 
part of which contains wicked thoughts and volitions 
without the whole becoming wicked is a strange 
conception.” Church Quarterly lievieio Article. This 
is how Br. Bashdall looks at this double relationship, 
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’paradox, wt; coiiellidti with Profebsor 'I'riiigh;- 
Pattisoii n(3t to let Vhese over-ride oiir expcri- 
enced eertaiiities. On this difficulty Professor- 
Priiigle-Fattisoii’s early words have for us cou- 
siderahle weight. i Criticising this rcdatiousliip 
h(*tfx‘t:u1he h’uite and the Infinite, Dr. llaslidal] 
asks why should we accept a position which 
we admittedly do not understand (w(‘ would 
only a^d the word and .suggests iis an 


(1) ‘-The spyciilatire .reason sees no alternatiTo hot, ween 
absolute dependence, wbieii wonld make ng merely t.lie 
pipes upon whielx the divine musician plays* and 
absolute Jndeperidence, which wcuid make the world 
consist of a pluralitj^ of seli-subsistent real beings. 
These ari3 the only kinds of rcdation which it finds . 
intelligible. But it seems, to me that it must be, in 
the nature of the case, iiiipoBsible for the finite S'pirit 
to understand the mode of its relation to the infinite ’ 
or absolute. Spirit' in which it lives. That relatio.n 
could only be intelligible from the absolute point of 
view. The fa^t, then, ' that we cannot reconcile the 
partial independence and freedom of the finite self 
with its acknowledged dependence upon God in other 
respects, need not ^ force us- to .abandon ouio primary 
moral conviction, in deference to a speculative theory 
which may be applying a finite plumb-line to meafeure 
the reso.ureea ^ of the infiuite’b .T/irntnyp-p. 4*F-48.' 

.Prof, Pringle-Pattison, how'ever, seems to njake our 
, ignorance the ..mode of this relationship (between the 
'• Infinite and the finite)" 'absolute, Plan's Place in ilie 
Cosmos^ pp,, 155-6. But. -.compare Bishop D’Arcy’s 
statement on the same point : 

- **A» to the mode of the union uf all spirits in G-od we 
are ignorant, and must remain ■ignorant as long m our 
faculties are tchat they are^\ (Shoi^t Study of Ethics, 
p. 48j. It suggests the possibility of tliie ignorance 
being relative. 
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alternatfve the Cliristian doctrine of creation. 
This is, it seems to us, but tib beg the very point 
at issue: whether the Christian doetrihe does 
not stand for the inclusive character of the 
mind. We unhesitatingly think it does, and 
instead of furnishing a rival th dory provides 
the justification for it. Dr. Eashdall’s view of 
Creation would give us only, it seems, an ex- 
ternal Creator. ' 

As to the third line of argument — that a 
difference in relation disproves identity— we 
would aflSrm, on the other hand, that the 


evidence of our moral and spiritual consciousness 
finds in it (identity and not ahsorption) ^ the 
crown and fulfilment, and not the negation of 
relation. Instead of the two being antithetical, 
the unity is based on difference; but the unity 
is as real as the difference. Both are equally 
the deliverances and felt deliverances of our 


‘‘Why make an assertion admitted to be unintelligible? 
Does it tell us anytbing more about tbe relation of 
God to man than the biblical statement that God 
created man (aud^ is, so far, different from man), 
and created him in His own image, L e. that there 
is a certain community of nature between God and 
man?** Mini criticism of Prof, Pringle-Pattison. 

In Dr. Eashdall’s exposition ^identity* and ^inclusion*, 
’absorption*. 


*, OODAXJj THE ABSOLUTE 

(fttusi-ioii.siiess, au'l ^’ive c,, 


6j 


■iuiiof saffl}' iguoji'c 
•Biitwliatis more relevant is that the 
emiiiiasis in a i»rogre,ssiv<' spiritual life iricreus- 
iugly shifts from tht' diftermiee to the unity and 
to twpu it thetithcjr ^va}- would he to he feeding 
oil milk while we should he feeding on meat! 
The fatd of the diffm'eiiee is like the niots, best 
hidden ^iway, lnit none the le^.^ there. |f*we 
were to !.e digging iqi the plant to have a view 
_<'*■ ilie roof all th<‘ time, we slmll only snceeed 
in ilestruying the life of it. Dr. Ifashdall's 
over-emphasis on ditferenee and stopping ^vith 
it hilt illustratt's how ‘‘we murder to disseet."’ i 
He is .so much alive to the difference, he 
kxiow.s so well how the identity i.s made possible, 

finished pro’ 

(!) “It is Ujeleaa to quote in this couuection the laiiLniapr 

f iugouenil, though thi ymtv 

talk oi becommg identical witb 0-od for fhi> nuS ^ 

regard this identifl cation as a goal of future asuiraHrm 

imDying that most souls are^uot 4 prL4t 

Jith God, or parts of Him”. Church LarieX sevkJ, 

MPw from tto same 

paper . Alan is made in the itaa**^ of 

•offspring’; God is (if you plereft-n hiL-^;ou mar cf 

S but a olosenes’s^of tS relf 

tiou hut a relation it remains^ And ICr. Webb hm nnf 

committed himself to the Bradleyan position thSrelf 

tloa IS tbe mark of unreality. Why then sbonlil « i 

Kssi;.*?' SSai'S?"; 

OJ- pant 
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duct from his grasp. Af^;!er we have split up 
a thing into its elements, we do not -have the 
saim^ thing. Life has escaped us and we have 
on our hands only the carcase left. 

This is why religion with unerring ilTsight 
has made unity its goal. To speak of nietaphors 
of language is beside the point here.* 
The metaphor would not have been there with- 
out a reason. It stands for a reality, aiid this 
reality Dr. Rashdali is precluded from reaching 
(in spite of his repeated protestations that we 
<;ould have as much of union on his system as we 

(1) ‘'Nevar suffioiantly alive to the purely metaphorical charac- 

ter of the terms ‘mside’ and ‘outside’ as applied 
to minds” is Dr, EasMalFs description of those (“Mr. 
Webb and others”) who hold to the inclusive character 
of mind. Prof James Beth, it #i®ms to us, has ueatiy 
turned the tables by showing that it is Dr. fiashdall 
and those agreeing with him that are guilty of spatial 
metaphor and not his opponents. “Things which are 
external to one another, related to one another, sepa- 
rated from one another in space, are not one and the 
same, but manifold and diffei ent. But the spatial meta- 
phor must not blind us to the fact that, in investigating 
the relation of man to Dod, w© are dealing not with 
spatial but with spiritual existence; and, in the spiritual 
sphere, it does not follow that a real separateness of 
being, a real relation between man and God, is fatal to 
the unity of the terms in question. ‘When we speah of 
God, ail idols of space and time must be forgotten, or 
our best labour is in vain.” ' Mthieal Frmdpks^ p. 44§. 
Of. also ‘“•But we do not get away from spatial meta- 
phors by speaking of separate and mutually exclusive 
centres of oonmsiousness.” The Idea of God, p. 38^, 
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wijntofl— -fju long aslit was union or comnunuftn, 
and iiol^ identity oi* iindusiou) btn-uuse of his 
funduineutal position — the wholly <!Xclu.sive ehur- 
aet<‘r of the i'cutres of conseiuusness — whhth 
bur, us wt; saw, to the fullest communion 
hetween man and man and between man and 
t>od.‘ It is sigtiitieant in this context that Dr. 
Itiislidyll supports the view of an inferential 
Iviiowlodge of (iod and holds that it is md in- 
eoinpatiblo with the belief that God has spokmi 
to mail face to fac<‘, as a man speaketh to his 
friend” .2 fiepresentiug the other side of the 
question, wediave such categorical denials of it 
as the following: — “The ladigious mind never 
reaches its object by a cogent inference from 
what is given, nor does it measure its assurances 
by a careful computation of what the premises 
will justify. Beyond question, religion in its 

(!) “Two or more minds may be one, if jqvl like— one 
society, one totality, om Absolute— but not one 
mind or on© person, Eeiigion, as Mr. Webb constantly 
tells us, implies a relation between persons— persons 
in tb© plural, not between two parts of one Person or 
between a person and part of Mmself. Whatever be 
the nature of the unity which comprahends them both, 
It is not that particular kind of unity which we denote 
by such terms as Selfhood, Self-consciousness, Per- 
sonality”— C7wrci^ Quarterly Mcvkw Article, 

(2) FUlosophy and Religion^ p, 185. 
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adTaaced stages especially, welcomes tie aid of 
reasoi, and an enlightened piety cannot .he anti- 
rational. But it establishes relations with the 
supi’asensible object first and foremost by an 
act of faith, of which the real motive i^the 
needs and desires of the soul/ ’ ' And this:— 
“G-od is not a more or less justifiabh' iuferenct- 
fi'om religious experience) religious cxpeiieiict 
is directly awareness of God” - 

A word on the tei’minological dificienct 
betweeu the pairs of contrasted words refer icd. 
toby Dr. Rashdall—‘ union ’ and ‘comnrunion’ 
on the one hand, and ‘identity or inclusion’ on 
on the other, might be necessary. They -will 
have different connotations according as the 
basis of contention is pluralism, or pantheism, 
or theism. Provided, however, the basis is the 
last the difference between the contrasted pairs 
practically vanishes, or comes to be a difference 
ofemphasis within the same whole of experience. 
Accordingly we shall find writers preferring the 
one or the other set, as they wish to emphasise 
the difference or union within the whole. Dr, 

(1) Qa.llovfa,y i The PMk>s(^hy of Religion, p. I8b. 

(2) W. H. Moberly in Mmdations, p. 506. 
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'• 1 . • 

Sralloway, for exan|)le, is full of tlie first sot. 

Anotlier writer, Professor Snowdea, for example, 
of the other. Dr. Galloway puts down the lan- 
guage of identity — ‘the identity of the self with 
God’, ' “an identity of nature and suhstanee 
het'^en man and God” 2 — as expressly panthe- 
istic s, while the natural language of Theism 
is said to he that of ‘communion’ and ‘co-opera- 
tion’ and ‘fellowship.’^ Professor Snowden, on 
the other hand, on the common basis of Theism, 
asserts the fundamental identity in nature be- 
tween man and God, ® and uses the language of 
identity (“identity or inclusion” to quote Dr. 
Rashdall) in describing the relation between 
God’s consciousness and man’s. 6 And we find 


(1) The Philosophy of Eeligion, p. 468. 

(2) Ihid, p. 466. * 

(;3J Of. also “Despite the language which mystics sometimes 
use, the theist must persist in refusing to admit that 
the divine immanence in finite spirits signifies a fusion 
or blending of natures. “Ibid, p. 476. 

(4) Ibid, p. 468. 

(5) “Communication and fellowship are possible between 

God and man because of their fundamental identity 
in nature, both being spirit, the infinite creative Spirit 
and the finite dependent spirit.” The Wm-ld a Spiritual 
System, p. 212. 

t6J “God’s infinite consciousness includes man’s conscious- 
ness in the sense that it embraces it in its know'ledge 
and overrules it in accordance with its omniscient and 
omnipotent purpose.” Ibid, p. 212. 



Bishop 

ence in , 

an identity by saying that “if spirit is the only 
substance in (question, ‘moral’ and ‘metaphysical 
■unity are one and the same. ' Ihat these are 
but different points of view within the same 
whole of esperience is very well brought out in 
Professor James Seth’s discussion of the ques- 
tion. Professor Seth begins by protesting 
against the identifying of man and God. “We 
cannot unify,” he says ‘Hn the sense of identi- 
fying, man with God” .2 “The ethical attitude’" 
he continues “is one of relation, not of iden- 
tity.” ® But he quite makes it clear that he is 
' against absolute unifying or ide ntifying and 
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Temple resolving 1|?. Galloway’s differ- 
substance betweex/ man and G od into 



(1) Foundations, p. 251 f. n. The transcendence oi the divine 
^ ^ nature, -which is Dr. Galloway’s point in making the 

distinction here between ‘communion and 'identity ot 
nature and substance’ (T/te Fhilcsophy of Rehgion, p. 
475). is still conserved. "In the present connection it 
■ may be sufficient to suggest” to- tollow Professor 
Pringle-Pattison’s interpretation here ‘ that the irans- 
cendKQce which must be retained, and which is intelli- 
sible refers to a distinction of Taliie or of quality, not 

totbe ontological separateness of one being from an- 
other. It refers, as we have seen in this lecture, to ttie 
infinite greatness and richness of the containing .Lite, 
as compared with anything as yet appropriated by the 
finite creature/’ The Idea of God, p. 255. 

(2) Ethical 445. 

{B) Jlrid, p. 446. ' 
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^Sat reiation and id<^|i.tity are not quite exoIiisiv{> 
of each other. ‘‘Morality implies, in the last 
analysis*,” he says “a relation between man and 
God. ‘union and communion of the human will 
with the Divine Will;’ not such a unity and 
ideffSty of m*an and God as must imply the 
negation of all relation between them”'. And 
how unity and difference can co-exist he finely 
brings but in the following passage and happy 
quotation ; “But morality is the medium of uni- 
on, as well as of separation, between man and God: 
will unites, as well as separates, its possessors. 
‘Barriers exist only for the world of bodies; it 
is the privilege of minds to penetrate each other 
without confusion with one another. In 

♦ 

communion with God, we are one with Him, and 
yet we maintain qur personality.”^ 

One last point should not be passed over 
without a word. Dr. Rashdall repeatedly criti- 
cises such a view of God and man as we have 


(I) Ethical Principles, p, 446. 

(1) Ethical Frinciples, p. 448 W. H. Mobeiiy puts down 
“the refusal to go beyond the language of ‘eo-operation* 
with God to the characteristic English liking for com- 
promise/* FoundationSf p. 507. 
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supported in these pages, ns not Christian. 
While \ve cannot legitimaply discuss such a 
doctrinal question within our limits, we perhaps 
shall be permitted the statement that Dr. Eash- 
dall is right so far as the general character of 
the development of Christian theology is-Jtr»n- 
cerned. Whether in this it has been faithful to 
its fundamentals is however another question. 
The development is however not yet closed, anh 
might it not be that in this much suspected 
Absolutism it will find a most faithful ally in 
explicating its overlooked and neglected prin- 
ciples ? As a son of the East, the writer per- 
haps might be permitted to express his Convic- 
tion that in this development she also will per- 
haps have her definite contribution to make; she 
who has loved through the ages the One; and 
perhaps has loved “not wisely but too well..” To 
the the writer of these pages here seems to be 

(1) ‘‘This [the identification of G-od and man] is sure- 
ly not the idea of any Christian Mystic”. Mind 
Criticism of Professor Pringle- Pattison Of also “The 
conception of an Absolute which Mr. Webb, in spite of 
all minor dissents, shares with Spinoza, with Hegel, 
with Mr. Bradley, with Professor Bosanquet, is one 
which (as all of these, except possibly Hegel, would 
have admitted) is fundamentally opposed to the faith 
of the ordinary Christian or Theist”. Chnreh Quarterly 
Article. 
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greatest field fqj‘ co-operation l>et\v;ee]i the 
East and the West, co-operation on terms of 
tmitaal .respect ; respect for the successes and 
failiD'es of the contributions which each has 
sought to make to the common store of 
hujiisnitj, , 


% iDEALISn AND iMftORTALITY. 

What place and support does immortaiity 
find in Idealism? asks a prc«ent-day Amerioan 
writer and gives the following answerj— “Ideal- 
ism” he says “gives a logical place and strong 
support to the immortality of the soul in its 
basal principle that the human soul is a piece 
of reality in itself.” ' “A divine thought” he 
proceeds “can never perish and leave no^trac'e, 
but abides in the eternal consciousness. God 
never dies or losesanypart of His life. The same 
principle now applies to the human soul. As 
it is a centre and agent of mental activity, and a 
finite copy of God’s infinite Spirit, jt can change 
the form and direction and conditions of its 
activities, hut its activities themselves can 
never cease ; its spiritual energy can never be 
spent and vanish. It is a bif of the immortal 
energy of God that can never die.” “ And again 
“God having brought forth His children can 

never be the same without them For his 

own sake the Father will not cast his children to 
the void.” 3 

(1) The World a Spiritual System : Snowden, pp, 233-34, 

(2) The World a Spiritual System, p. 235. 

(^) IMd, p, 243 * 
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The Icloaiistic* argument for immortality, 
however expressed, hinges on our conscious 
union with God. This experience does not neces- 
sarily involve a metaphysical theory of the 
self. ‘ It can go with a belief in the doctrine 
of"m'eation, ’as we hare found to be the case 
wTth Professor Pringle-Pattison. What it 
stands for is that man is not a merely finite 
creature, but “a finite — infinite being.”2 Idealism 
has made this doctrine of man its very own and 
supports the proofs of it along intellectual and 
moral lines. Eternal life, according to it, is a 
pi'Gsent reality for man. W^e begin it on earth 
and in the conscious participation in it hero, we 
have no need to ask for further proofs of it. In^ 
other words, in the realisation that we are in 
God our future is assured. In this, doubtless, it 
voices and is at one with the experience of reli- 

(1) For a CTiticisDi of this theory, see Oailoway, The FhiloS' 

ophy of Meligion, p. &67. ‘‘1 he strength of this conten- 
tion,, '[that ’ there' is '.■Something absolute and eternal in 
the very .nature js' no greater that that of 

the doubtful metaphysics on which it is based. And. 
if the argument were sound it would follow that every 
self must have eternally pre-existed, for a being which 
originated in time cannot be intrinsically eternal.^' 

(2) ‘*A finite-infinite being, conscious . of '-finitud© .only 

through the presence, of an infinite nature within him.’® 
The Idea of God, p. 247. 
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gion, and»partleularly of thepliristian religioii. * 
This is St. Jolin’s eonceptiop of Eternal life i 
and a modern theologian thus affirms it. ' After 
discussing the value of the Eosurreetion for 
immortality, ho proceeds : ‘‘But in the Christian 
life itself there is the assurailce of ”1510 
Christian hope. In Christ the believer lives as a 
child of God, forgiven, cleansod, renewed, being 
sanctified and perfected by the Spirit of God, 
gaining an ever closer intimacy with God as 
Father, looking less and less on the things seen 
and temporal, and more and more on the things 
unseen and eternal, finding ail things working 
together for his good. The life that he now 
has ‘hid with Christ in God’ is an eternal life, 
for a life sharing God’s own eternity; and so 
death is, according to his growing faith, “null 
and nought”, and immortality is an inheritance, 
into the possession of which he is already 
entering ’“.2 

All our hope — rather the certainty of 
immortality is based on the divinity of humanity, 


(1) I John, V* 20. 

(2) Garvie; A Handbook qf Ohri$tian Ajpologetics . p.p. 226-7. 
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man’s dual, liiiite-inpiiite nature.*' Ilijs doetrun* 
of man has been uudDuhtedly pushed to extreme' 
by Idijalism, and ill a manner ■which has been 
suicidal to morality and religion. But what is 
iitMided is not a recoil to the other extremt* in 
lighting this extreme position, but an expression 
of th(; truth of it in the light of moral ami 
siiirituiil facts. A dread of pantheistic identiti- 
eation, for example, has too often eviscerated 
the doctrine of immanence of all its content and 
value and left man and God hopelessly sunder- 
ed. 2 ALso it has grown into a fashion to call 
all attempts at a just exijression of the facts b}’ 
names, as Oricmtal, ^ or M 3 'stieal or Xco- 


(1) Of. “As Dr. Edward Oaird has remarked, .all the laetu- 

physical questions which were foriiierly discussed as 
to the reiatidn between the divine and the human 
nature in Olirist, are now being discussed aga'u in 
reference to the relation ot* Humanity in general to 
God. We cannot say intelligibly that God dwells in 
Christ, unless we have already recognised that in a 
sense God dwells and reveals Himself in Humanity at 
large, and in each particular huraan soul/’—Dr. 
Eashdaii in Philosophy and Religion, p. 180. 

(2) Of. are far too apt to limit and mechanise the great 

doctrine of the Incarnation which forms the centre of 
the Christian faith.”— 27ie Idea of God^ p. 157. 



Gwaktin indicates a juster view when hedeprecates 
taking the word **in any strict geographic sense, or as 

{Contimud on next page.) 
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Plutonicj^ and consider the qilestion thus settled. 
But it cannot be too strongly asserted that our 
hope for a true conception of God and man rests 
•on a firm adherence to the doctrine of the iden- 
tity of man and God (in a very real sense)^and 
its resulting conclusions. 

It is quite true that one has to turn to 
Oriental, Mystical and Neo-Platonic thoijght to 
find the extreme forms of this identity, as 
tnnbodied, for example, in the Vcdantic formula 
“ Thou art That.” ‘ The Occident has turned 
■away from all such statements as sheer bias-' 
l)hemy. Yet one questions whether there is 
not a greater degree of truth in the assertion 
than in its criticisms, and whether after all the 
safer forms--“I am in God” or “I am in 
Christ ” — do not also commit us to a doctrine of 


denotiug any particular system of philosophy'*. 
rather sums up’* he points out “ways of thinking 
which are found well developed in the East, but 
which may appear in any age and country, so that 
their presence at any time in Greece or elsewhere may 
be due rather to parallel development than to direct 
intercourse with the East. ** “The thought here called 
OrientaT* he further adds is as much grounded in 
human nature, and therefore as cosmopolitan, as any 
otW that might be named.’* The Knowledge of God^ 
Ilf p. S4. 

(I) ^TatTwamAmf 
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The deiflfatioii of the human uature. ' Such a 
<ioctrhi,e cun he intA-preted as giving us a Itai-ren 
unity or a unity in difference. Accordingly as 
we interpret it in one way or another shall we 
incj^iin* to j)antheistic absorption or tbeistic 
union and identity. 

That Idealisin has generally interpreted 
it in The way of Pantheistic identity is not 
denied, but what is contended is that it is a 
great truth misplaced. We liave already refer- 
red to the eviscerating of the doctrine of imma- 


(1) Of. “ In its substance-doctrine we find the key to tbe 
cliief defect of that theology—its comparatiye neglect of 
the moral problem. But this same doctrine— and tbsy; 
too, in its worst form~-enabled it to express with 
unsurpassed force the unity of tbe Christian with bis 
MaHer and the spiritual elevation of the race accom- 
plished by *the Incarnation. If a man can really be- 
lieve in a Human Mature existing as a separate and 
indivisible thing apart from all human beings, so that 
the adoption of this by the Divine W ord deities ail 
those who have that nature, by ail means let him us© 
this conception to expi'css the central fact of Christian 
experience the fact which a man of God in our own 
time expressed in the words, **If X did not believe that 
Christ had by His incarnation raised my whole life to 
an entirely higher level— to a level with His owm — I 
hardly know how I should live at all.'* {Memoirs of 
Archbishop Temple). This central point— the unique 
value of the appearance of the Divine in human form 
in the person of Jesus of Nazareth— has never been 
more powerfully emphasized than by the Greek 
Fathers ; and therein lies their great service to the 
Church.** W. Temple in FoundaiionSt p. 233* 
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nenco. The same process we find at work in the 
popular interpretation of thh higher reaches of 
religious experience, as expressed, for example, 
in the words ‘‘ Be ye perfect as your Father in 
Hearen is perfect”. The words of our poet-phil* 
osopher come to one’s mind in this eoiinoetion ' 
“ Though the West has accepted as its teacher 
him who boldly proclaimed his oneii<;s.'r< with 
his Father, and who exhorted his folloAvers 
to he perfect as God, it has never been 
reconciled to this idea of our unity with 
the Infinite Being. It condemns as a piece- 
of blasphemy, any implicatioiL of man’s 
becoming God. This idea of absolute transcen- 
dence is certainly not that which Christ 
preached, nor perhaps the idea of the Christian 
mystics, but this seems to be the idea that has 
hecoiuo popular iu the Christian West.” i In- 
deed the whole doctrine of perfection i.s perhaps 
absent from what is the current form of Christian 
thought, at least in the West. 2 Idealism, and 
this perhaps is its greatest service to our sub- 
ject, helps to fidl out this absent conception of 

(1) BMhmdi p. IM. 

(2) h 'fotmd still nursing tlie unconquerable - 

: , : '■ 01*^ * 13b#',0bpst that is to be* (In Memoriam: OVI.) 



perfection for us, aud it is because it gfves inaa 
u bigh destiuj’’, ma|ces Mm a partaker of tbe 
very ua'tiu’c of tbe diviue. 

But in arriving at a just conception of this 
porfetitiou have to avoid, first of all, the 
pautheisfcic associations of Idealism. The unity- 
in-diffurunce aud not the bare pantheistic unity 
should ‘‘be our starting point, and ‘ creation ’ 
should be the category to best express the 
relation between the finite and the Infinite,' 
We also should beware of a premature synthesis 
’in our doctrine of the identity of man and God.2 
Man is a child of God by nature, it is true. But 
he needs also a rebirth, to he born again into » 
the Kingdom of Heaven. 3 And we should allow 



1 Of. * Not like to like, but like in diiference' — TmnijBon, 

2 Cl. ** And if we attempt to bridge tbe gulf between tbe 

■ imperfect, buman and tbe .perfect Divine by any otber 
theory than that of a development of 'tbe former into 
tbe latter, w© shall find that we arf3 degrading the 
conception of Cod by assimilating Him to what is im- 
perfect and evil.** W. Temple in Founiatimis, pp. 
224-5. As be points out on another page it would be 
but to '' tiillo with tbe problem of evil p. 228 Ibid. 



»(8) Cl “ Sinfulnes may not 


be our nature, but it may Ije 
^^r, :.¥rquiiarl -FantMim ami ike 
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for ‘ progress * in this God -man life of huma-'" 
nity. 1. " , 

The Idealistic doctrine of perfection has 
been developed mainly through a criticism, among 
other things, of our conception of ‘ morality ’ 
and * progress ’ and ‘ pei*sonality ’ — a criticism 
■which has consistently dra-wn its sap and vigour 
from its root doctrine of man’s identity •with 
God.- 

In its criticism of ‘ morality, ’ Idealism has 
dra-wn a very pregnant distinction hot-R-een the 
‘ good ’ and the ‘ perfect-’ One -wing of Idealism, . 
it is true, has pushed this distinction to the 
point of disjunction and has reduced morality to 
'mere illusion. But another has treated this 
distinction in a more constructive manner and 
has construed it into a difference het-vveen a 
lower and a higher stage, a difference -where the 
lower finds its fulfilment and not negation in 
the higher. To express it differently, we might 

(1) Dean Inge points out, in his comprehensive note on the 

doetria© of deiication the three views that have been 
held on the matter, viz. essentialisation, enbstitution 
and transformation, and how they intertwine and are 
all aspects of the truth. Appendix 0. ChisUan Mysti- 
■ mm. The induenoe of Br. Inge^s type of thought on 
. ■ our treatment will be obvious to ail readers of this- 

' * . great authority on ‘Ohriatian mysticism.' 
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■*say tliat tlio orthodox formula that* morality 
(iiud the louver genej-ally) is transmuted but not 
lost in* the Absolute, will receive a ditferent 
interpretation, that is a positive or a negative 
one, accordingly as one’s standpoint is theistie 
or pantheistrc. If a flippancy might be permitted 
in a serious discussion, the pantheistic Absolute 
itself will suflfer transmutation in the thoist’s 
hands into the conception of the Theistie Whole. 

This relation of morality to an imperfect 
stage is corroborated by the deliverances of our 
• moral consciousness itself. It gives us a dual 
criterion by which morality itself is transcended 
and passes off into perfection. An analysis of, 
the experience of temptation brings this out very 
well. Morality does not condemn the temptation 
as such — the soliciting by the lower impulse, this 
on the other hand is necessary to its very life. 
But what it condemns is the succumbing to it— 
the identifying ourselves with the lower solicita- 
tion. Morality thus lives, as has been pointed 
out, in the life of the antagonist. In this sense, 
evil is necessary to good. But onr moral con- 
sciousness is not wholly satisfied till the good 
can stand in its own right; that is till we be- 
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come not*merely proof against the lower solici- 
tation, hut rise altogether ^bove the possibil- 
ity of it. Character then, and then alone, can 
be said, in the fullest sense, to be perfected. 
This is the fully developed ideal which the moral 
consciousness sets itself before us, aiid in fSlfil- 
ling its ideal morality — which ahyays requires 
aback ground of the possibility of evil for its 
existence —transcends itself . 

Then, again, morality shows its relative char- 
acter by the discord which is hidden at the very 
heart of it, the discord between ‘self-realisation, 
which is a duty, and ‘self-sacrifice’ which also 
is a duty. It is true, as we have tried to show 
^in a previous paper, that this discord does not 
exist for practical purposes, that is in the sense 
of bringing us up against a culdesac and making 
practical living impossible. ' But the question 
is whether it is in the ultimate interests of 
practice itself to take this lower degree of per- 
fection (which is the ideal of morality) as final. 

Our views of man and God are inter- related. 
It is a tribute to the unconscious allegiance 'of 
human thought to the doctrine of the identity 

1 See Ohtq;>tec Y of Part Z. 
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of man and (iod -the doetidne that mau. is made 
in. the image of Gocf-that our view of God has 
been eventually dictated by our view of man and 
the two have finally tended to aj^prosimate. 
‘We^jannot i» the long run maintain the infini- 
tude of God while denying it to man. It is 
true that much of the thinking of to-day has 
sueced-sd in keeping the two doctrines separate 
in water tight compartments — ascribing infin- 
ity to God but finitude to man— but examples 
are not wanting which show that the two, 

• when thought is self-conscious, tend to gravi- 
tate to the s»me point. 

Wherever the practical sense has been the • 
strongest, it has reflected itself in the doctrine 
of God, and His i>erfection has been sacrificed to 
morality. And this lowei-ing of the ideal of 
God has reacted on the ideal — the moral ideal 
be it noted — of man, and evil has been postu- 
lated as an eternal necessity for the securing 
of an eternal good. As a writer in the Inter- 
national Journal of Ethics very straight for- 
wardly and explicitly puts it: — “Goodness, 
divine or human, exists only as an activity of 
the will— only as the active condemning and 
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defeating of evil. In the world of the abso- 
lute — the one spiritual world— evil shall, never 
cease, because the activity of the Absolute, 
which is in its nature good, cannot cease. As 
the task of the Absolute will is, infinitOj^ so 
man’s moral task — namely the affirming of the 
mind and will of the Absolute— shall remain 
immortal, and, therefore, as man fuljpds in 
greater degree his moral task, makes, as we 
say, humanly, moral progress, he shall ex- 
perience more and more of what we call un- 
happiness, eternal pain and defeat, and it may 
be, annihilation. Yet the the ^orld of the 
Absolute is not a world of evil, nor human life 
a life based in despair. For still nothing is 
good intrinsically except the good will, and he 
who forever wills the good, nardely, the perfec- 
tion of the Absolute life, thereby creates the 
reality of spirit, and secures, in a world 
where evil must be present, the supremacy of 
the good. This, then, is our optimism — that by 
active identification of our wills with the will 
of the Absolute we 'save, in Satan’s despite, the 
spirituality of the universe. 

' To the strenuous, moral agent idealism 
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<3aii offer no Iiedouistic calculations. The eter- 
nal world, it holdsj contains Getlisemaue. Its 
last word is Courage ! for the winning of uni- 
versal spiritual life.” I To quote the words 

which Wallace uses in another contest : “man 

» * 

is not at inward ease, not at unity with him- 
self, he has not risen to possess his own soul; 
hence, he finds no unity, no stability, no 
rest in the po wers which he postulates in the 
world around him. Just because he is not 
fully or reasonably man, but presents from 
. time to time different and disconnected parts of 
man, so is t]^e God he finds ready in nature to 
•support him a self-divided, rnany-formed, un- 
restful being” 2 • 

To save the character of both God and man 
therefore what fs necessary, it seems, is to 
predicate perfection to both. And this involves 
the positing of a life of God complete in Him- 
self before creation. A stdf-limitatiou of that 
life in creation: a corollary from His complete- 
ness ; for wore it less complete the outgoing 

(1)J. D. Logaii — “The Optimistic ImplicatioEs of Idealism” 
The International Journal of Ethics. Vol. XII, p. 501. 
(o) Lectures and Essys on Natural Theology and Ethics, p. 198. 
We already have noted this iuteroonnectica in Prof. 
Pringle-Pattison’s system. 
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would never have happened. And the possi-^ 
bility of the completion r of perfection for 
the life of man — a completion on which rests 
the restoration of the broken harmony in the 
life of God, a breaking which would lose all 

* ^ ■ f-' ■ ^ 

meaning were it not for this restoration — ‘‘the 
consummation of all things.” ' 

Just as there is a fallacy in thinking that 
the interests of morality require the continn- 


1 The fielf-enrichnient (so miieli oiiipl3asise(l Ijy Prof. Pringle- 
Pattison) and the self “limitation of God in creation are 
Imt com piemen tar truths, and cannot sacrifice one- - 
half of it to the other. At the same time contemporary 
thought, with its fixation in the catege-ry of the ‘good*' 
has allowed the second half of this double truth to fall 
into the back ground of its consciousness. It is a con- 
sideration of this limitation which is responsible for 
making God the penultimate and not the absolute in 
Idealistic systems, cf . **Th6 God of religion is not the 
Abeolute, but the highest form ivider which the abso- 
lute can mainfest Himself to finite creatures in rarious 
stages of imperfections, “(Dean Inge; Fersonal Idea- 
lism ami My^Hcmnl Quoted in Foundatims, p. 519). Also 
the distinction between Sagmia and Nirgmm Brahma in 
Indian thought. Theism can onlj^ overcome this division 
by ^ transcending it, and here the doctrine of per- 
fection (in its application both to the divine and the 
human nature) will be the only help. We should 
remember Bishop Temple's point in the following:-— 
“But while it is thus quite possible that the Will of the 
Infinite God should be revealed fully in Jesus of Nazar- 
eth, so that Christ and the Father are one, it is also true 
that the Father is greater than He. There is a sense, no 
doubt, in which we must say that something less than 
■ the whole 'Gudhead is revealed in Christ.’’ {Foundations, 
p. m). 
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ance and not the transcendence of it, so 

a fallacy Inrks in. tliinking that progress should 

1)0 ad infinitum and not find its completion 

in fruition. Idealism has let in a flood of light 

hy its doctrine of eternal life as fruition; as 
^ ■ ■ 1(1 ■ 
it has by its kindred doctrine of perfection. 

“Unending progi’ess” as the popular phrase 

ha's it, is a contradiction in terms. i There 

could he unending change^ but progress must 

always be towards an end, and if it is not to 

be mocked has to find its end sometime, some- 

,where, and somehoAV. If we stop to analyse 

the conception of unending progress Ave shall 

perhaps find three distinct ideas behind it 

One is the rise from' posithm evil to goodness — 

from immorality to morality; second, the 

acquisition of nenr knoAvlodge; and the third 

the conservation of ethical values. 


The rise from positive cauI to goodness, 
strictly speaking, lies outside of (though it is 
a necessary preparation for) the larger life of 
immortality. And perhaps what people have 


As Dr. Inge puts it: “An infinite plan is by defini- 

tion a plan wWcIi was neyer conceived and wMch can 
never he accomplislied/’' The Faith and the TF^r : 

p. 106 . 
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most in mind when they emphasise the contin"^- 
ual development of knowledge in the^, life^ to 
■come is really the question of the conservation 
of ethical values; it being thought that a 
limit to progress means a limit ^o life. ,It is 
the old, old question of reconciling activity 
and repose, of transcendence and immanence, 
and while we do not have a complete know- 
ledge of the reconciliation, we are not alto- 
gether without hints and suggestions as to 
how it may be effected in the beyond. 

(1) There is, firsts a considerable amount' 
■of speculation as to how the resuA’rection body 
will be a more expressive medium of the spirit 
than is the case with our earthly body. “The 
new life of the spirit demands” as Dr. Galloway 
puts it “a more perfect instrument.” ' “The 
slightest reflection” he points out “shows how 
closely the functions and structures of the earth- 
ly life, with its impulses, emotions, and desires 
are related to the bodily organism and the 
environment with which the organism interacts. 
The alteration of the material medium of 

(i) "The Idea of Immortality, p. H2. My indebtedness 

to tliis work is obvious* 
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life by death eonsequentiy games with it a 
change i|i the personal life after death. 

The former needs and desires, as well as the 
temporal and spiritual relations in which they 
are spt, lose; their old significance and are 
transformed. ' “ Indeed ” Dr. Galloway con- 

cludes “it is only because immortality implies 
the tran|formation of the present material form 
•of existence, that it offers a solution of the 
problems we have been discussing.” 2 The 
significance of this transfiguration of the bodily 
.organism and its environment lies in making 
‘time’ and ‘space’ no longer absolute necessities, 
and thus oijening the door to the possibility of 
an eternal ‘now’ of self-realisation.® 

2. There is .also the help which comes 
from a right conception of the infinitude of 
knowledge; it not being the “bad infinite” of an 
endless aggregation, hut an insight into the 
wholeness, the soul of things— the sense of 


(1) The Idea of Immortality t pp, 143-4 

(2) Ibid, j}. 190. 

(3) I)r. G-alloway, lioweyer, is not to b© tbonglit as qiiife, 
subscribing to this. 
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harmony, of which, we have foregleams and 
foretastes even in this life? ' 



3. There is finally the light which comes 
from the development of personality. Are the 
rival claims of self-realisation and self-cacri- 
fice to meet with a final harmony in the course 
of our development, or is there to he a final 



antinomy and a discord in oiir very'' being? 
As we have already, and time and again, 
pointed out the sohition of this question cannot 
he indifferent to our conception of the divine — 
the view of man and the view of God always 
standing or falling together. * , 

Our lives arc like a house divided within 
itself and we are not at one. We feel like 
crying out, after the Apostle: Who shall deliver 


(1) Gf: — that blessed mood, 

In -which the burthen of the mystery, 

In which the heavy and the weary weight 
Of all this unintelligible world, 

Is lightened:— that serene and blessed mood, 
In which the ajffections gently lead us on,— ’ 
Until, the breath of this corporeal frame 
And even the motion of our human blood 
Aimoet suspended, we are laid asleep 
In body, and become a living soul: 

While with an eye made quiet by the power 
Of hamooy* and the deep power of joy, 

We see into the life of things. — 'Wordm&ofth, 
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as from the hotly of this death ? Wh'at this 
life of af-one-ment is has been described in 
words’ of beauty and truth by Nettleship. 
"‘Suppose” he exclaims “that all human beings 
felt permanently to each other as they now do 
oeeasfoually to those they love best. All the 
pain of the world would be swallowed up in 
doing good. So far as we can conceive of such 
a state, it would be one in which there Avuuld 
be no ‘individuals’ at all, but an universal 
being in and for aiiotber; where being took the 
form of consciousness, it ■would be the con* 
sciousness of ‘another’ which also w'as ‘one* 
self— a common consciousness. Such would 
be the at-one-ment of the wnrld.” 


What comes however in the way of this 
consummation is first, that morality with us 
is always a choice of the lesser evil and ‘ the 
common good’ in this life is more of an ideal 


than a reality ; and secondly, that our present 
•existence is of a scattered, disparate character, 
being selective in its springs of action and thus 
capable of fulfilling only one impulse at a time. 
These limitations are inherent in our present 
existence, which, however, point beyond 
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itself in: the inward lack of harmony wifr 
which we are continually attended. This lack 
of at-one-ment within ourselves is an intimation 
and a proof of the life of perfection to which 
we are called. It is the divine ‘ discontent ’ 
which will not be satisfied with anything ^short 
of infinitude as the crown of our development. 
And it has found seemingly strange expression 
in the substitutes which have been jiroposed 
for personal immortality- — substitutes which 
draw their meaning and force from an identi- 
fication of personality with the lower ranges 
ofit.i 


(1) The Positivist’s corporate, as opposed to individual im- 
mortality is what we have specially in mind here. 
It is interesting that in the poetic expression of it, 
the language used by George Eliot (“ the sweet pre- 
. sence of a good difcaed”) is almost identicaiwith the 
language where Tennyson describes his feeling his 
friend as ** some diffusive puwm- in star and iiower 
{In Memoriam iJ'X.XX), This similarity perhaps goes 
further and is indicative of an ultimate unity in 
thought which transeeiuls the popularly understood 
contradiction between them. Edward Caird points 
out ** that the qualities "which we revere in men are 
growing powers, which have their value in their 
promise, and can only be fully understood by one 
who sees in them the future to which they point. 
They are undeveloped germs in which a finite form 
hides an infinite potentiality.” {The Evolution of 
MeUgion^ Yol, II p. 225), ^ Caird also brings out very 
strikingly how the experience of death universalises 
the individual lor us, and makes us see the divine in 
the human. 
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But it will lie naturally and very yroperly 

asked if we have anything beyond vague I 

intiTOj^tidus and desirW to go on in our spe(‘n- I 

lations here. l¥e are not altogother left in an | 

“ ever-daring dark ” here, but there ai-e hints I 

'■ ■ i 

and Suggestions to light us through. Our 

hearts are torn, as we saw, between contending | 

loyalties and there is no abiding peace, because ! 

the harniony arrived at is, in the nature of thiugs, 

ii provisional — one based on accommodation 

and not perfect justice. But it is only througli 


these provisional adjustments, or mal-adjust- 
ments, that we are being home on towards 
that final harraony which is our goal. It is 
, through these lower and conflicting loyalties , 
that we are being trained for that fuller loyalty, 
of which the lower are but broken parts, which 



transcends and harmonises them, and which 
ofiers ns the reality of which these are but 
appearances. The method which we have so 
described is but an abstract presentation of 
our concrete development. In the evolution 
of the lower to the higher that w'e have 
experience of, a double line of development is 
followed. There is both a broadening and a 
narrowing of the field : there is an agreement 
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and a diffci'ence between the two stages. It ic 
only thus that the good of the lower is 
preserved in the course of the transcending 
of it in the higher. In the kingdom of heaven 
the Apostle tells us there is neither Jew 
nor Greek. The Jew in entering The kingdom 
■does not cease to be a Jew% but becomes more 
truly one. At the same time “Jew” for him 
has not the same connotation as fol’ those 
outside. The meaning of the word has been 
spiritualised / the husk separated from the 
kernel, as the Apostle himself points out.* 
And so it is with the nearer and dearer rela- 
tionships of the home. These 'relationships 
, will not persist in their present form, as we 
have been -warned, 2 tut their meaning will be 
preserved for us, and thus „only the perfect 
oneness of believers realised — a consummation 
which is not possible for us under the con- 
ditions of this life. 

But what of the limitations of time and 
space which give the disparate character to our 

(i) Eomaiis J II 

(*i) Jesus^ .words are capable of a wider application tbaa the 
Hmitei context of tbe relatioiisbip witb reference to 
wMA it was spoken. Matthew ; XXII, SO. 
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'osistence and wbicli also have to be transcended 
if ^the .final liarmoily is to be realized ? This 
diffic’ulty, we veiitiire to think, will be consider- 
ably lightened if we make ‘ time ’ and ‘ space ’ 
contingSnt on finite exijerience. As our experi- 
ence takes a more and more rounded form, us 
discursive reasoning gives place to insight, 
succession will give place to simultaneity, till 
with the reaching of perfection we shall be- 
come God-like and share in the ‘ eternal now’ 
of his experience. “ Time ” as Professor 
.Pringle-Pattison has pointed out ‘‘is the ab- 
straction of unachieved purpose or of purpose on 
the way to achievement.' ” “Time (and space) 
are to be regarded, in short, as the prinGipta 
individuationis, the forms of finite individua- 
tion, but as somelfow transcended in the ulti- 
mate Experience on which we depend.” 2 

But doubts and questions still surround us 
as to such a eoueei:)tion of eternal life. Perhaps 
the query “ What about j)rogress ? ” will once 

(1) The Idea of God, p. 358. 

(2) Ibid, p, 364. Analysing tHe reality Bymbolise4 

by tlie Yiaio Dei, CanoB. Storr notes in it tbe 
three elements of i ‘immediacy/ ‘harmony’ and 
‘satisfaction/ Ghrietianity and Immortality, p. 188. 
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rear its lieacL; Thisj as. “we liaTe agaiii and 


again pointed out, rests op tiie conceptioii of 
the false infinite. On this basis infinite pro- 


gress might wll be infinite retrogression. For 
there is no goal by which to measure it.^ It 
is a frank denial of the category of perfection 


as such, and instead of securing morality cuts 
away the very ground from under its feet For, 
as Ave have seen, it makes evil eternal and 


good possible only in fighting it. ' But when 
infinite progress is insisted on perhaps Avhat is 
in the background of one’s mind is the feeling ^ 


that absence of progress will mean stagnation 
and death. In other words, change and life 


'are intor-dependent. This is the point made 
by Dr. GalloAvay. “ The notion of change ” 

according to him “ is fundamental not even 

from the Divine Mind can Ave consistently 


eliminate the idea of changing states. Hence 


the objections which can be urged against the 
common opinion that the eternal Avorld is the 
changeless world and eternal life an absolutely 
static condition.” ^ This objection, however, 

(1) , Se© Sapira pp. 8a Profeasor Priiigie-Pattisoii's posi- 
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to <»ur thinking has been very %voIl met 
by Dr. Schiller. H\s contention, in snbstiinee, 
(l(.‘p(«ids on the transfigured character of our 
future existence — a transfiguration to Miiich 
we ai-M impelled by the very logic* of Die 
development ’of our beings. “And doubtless 
there would be truth in this objection ” hc' 
admits “ if by being ‘ always conscious ’ of a 
feeling consciousness in Time were indicated.’’ 

“ But it is only on account ” he proceeds “ of 
the imperfection of our nature that our activity 
cannot endure. God, as Aristotle says, eternally 
rejoices in a single and simple pleasure, and 
our case would be very different if we 
also had attained to prefect harmony and eter- * 
nal Being. For, as all Time and change would 
have been transoended, whatever eostr cy of 
bliss accompanied tho first consciousness of 
the attainment of perfect adaptation, would 
persist unimpaired, timelessly and without 
change”.! But we have not only to show that the 
absence of ‘change’ is not stagnation and death, 
hut also in a positive manner that the change- 
less life is at the same time a life’ of acti- 
vity — the highest activity. In other words, 


(!) Middles of the Sphinx, p* 438. 
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that iu it alone there is the synthesis of rest and ^ 
activity, the possibility o,f the 'perfect out- 
going which is at the same time a self-fiiifiliing 
and of the reconciliation of self-realisation 
and self-sacrifice. Suggestions of a very con- 
structive character in this direction are to 
be found in Dr. McTaggart’s Hegelian Cosmol- 
ogy, His denial of volition to the perfect^ life 
perhaps hits off the truth of those " views 
which hesitate to attribute morality to God as 
it presupposes action'. Morality for the finite 
is, it is true, inseparable from action, but in 
tlie Infinite this connection does not hold, as 
Dr. McTaggart shows. Action for God, that 
-is Creation, can thus proceed only from self- 
limitation. At the same time in finding the 
expression of the complete harmony of the life 
of the spirit in ‘ love ’, the destiny of morality, 
and with that action in the higher sense, is 
assured. For perfect love is the unity which 
holds together all the virtues. Dr. McTaggart’s 
position also shows how, in God, we have at last 

(1) There is an ambiguity in the word ‘ action ’ hery Itis 
used in a double sense — a lo^er and a Mgbet. Note tne 
point made by Bosanquet : Yet in tbe pnrposiYeiiess 

wbieb Is perfect and inclusive satisfaction, sometbing , 
must remmn wbicb. represents tbe facts of conation. * 
Quoted in Ydeu of Godj p. 
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realised the Idealistic end, the fullest devidop- 
njent ,of all our •eapahilities simultanpousli/. 
witliout eontradictioii. For the confliet between 
sfdf-, sacrifice and self-development arises owing 
to ,the presence of Truth, and Beauty, besides 
Groodncss, in the Ethical ideal. It is only 
in the region of Virtue (goodness) that 
every ^ct of sacrifice means finding one’s life 
at the same. time. i But with the ideals of 
knowledge and beauty the same law, in the 
same sen.se, does not hold — these often times 
, requiring sacrifice on the part of others for 
their realisation. But in a life where know- 
ledge, in the sense of acquiring, has passed oft* 
— by reaching its fullness, the conflict cannot 
rise, and if love is the expression of the life of 
complete harmony then wo have the conflict 
between self-realisation and self-sacrifice at 
last healed. In such a Grod-like life alone 
the final validity of morality could be found 
and a reconciliation of the antinomies haunting 
Jts phenomenal life in the finite. And in this 
sense alone can a justification for the.contempla- 


(1; EasMall, Theory of Good, and Evil, Vol. II, page 97. 
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tive life as higher than the practical be found. ' 
It behoves us therefore before we throw ^stones 
at this ideal to make sui’e of our foundations 
first. But this ideal cannot be reached with 
a leap. There can be no forcing of thd pace 
here as in other spheres of life. And herein is 
the true justification for ‘progress.’ If in 
straining at the ‘ end ’ W'e forget the ‘ pipcess ’ 
then we lay ourselves open to the criticism of 
being individualistic and antinomian. As to the 
first criticism, Idealism is only too true to 
the facts of life in its denial of any merely in- 
dividual salvation. The consummation of things 
marks, it should be noted, the period of the 
redemptive process of the world, and so long 
us there is sin and need the children of God 
will find their beatific vision, 'even in the next 
life, in work, as commonly understood. The truth 
here is seized in Canon Streeter’s distinction of a 
2yroximate and an ultimate heaven the proxi- 

(1) The oouception that fruition is a falling off instead of 

being the highest exercise of activity is duo, as 
Dr. Schiller points out, to its being “ an activity -which 
has become so perfectly adjusted that ne anomalies or 
variations exist in it which could produce the conscious- 
ness of change, and serve to measure time." Riddles 
0 / the Sphintc, page 443. 

(2) Immortality, p. 143. 
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-'.mate Iiea von standing for the active life’of saving 

man and the ultimate standing foi’ the fruition 

of it.i As to the charge of antinomiani.srn, 

though unfortunately often too true in practice 

it hi!s no jusfifieation in principle. The doctrine 

of perfection undoubtedij- stands for the tran- 

cending of morality, hut not till every jot and 

titthi of it has been fulfilled. And then ’vvhen 

it passes off, it passes off only to find its fulfil- 


{Ij The Christian ideal is thus commented on by Inge, 
Our ^Lord'e prayer “ that -they all may h© one, 
even us Thou, Father, art in me, and I in Thee, that 
they also may be one in us.’* The personal relation 
between the soul and Christ is not to be denied f 
but it can only be enjoyed when the person has 
“ come to himself ” as a member of a body. This 
involves aga inward transit from the false isolated 
self to the larger life of sympathy and love which 
alone makes us persons ” 'Christian Mysticism, p. 68. 
The principal work of the saved in heaven will be 
to help save those who are still struggling on earth. 
But this work is to have a period when 0od will b© 
all in all Christ’s mediatorial work being complete 
(I Got, XT* 24-2S.) €f, ** Heaven is not the selfish 
reward for unselfish conduct ; it is self-forgetful- 
ness in the fulness of love. Some day the love will 
be returned, and Heaven will b© ** pleasure for 
eyermor© but that pleasure is one that a selfish 
mam is by his selfishness ^ incapabl© of enjoying. 
The life Divine is the Christ-life, the life of utter 
• self-forgetfulness ; and in this period that means 
real sufering and sacrifice — until all love is 
returned/’ Bishop Temple in FoimdationSf p. 222. 
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niekt au(T not negation.' i^orality, like Law^ 
Avas undoubtedly given ter us because of tlu- 
hardness of oiir hearts. Sut morality i^ tlu^ 
sehoolinaster to perfection, and avo liaA'e non(.‘ 
other. It is idle therefoi’e to expect .release 
from her tutelage till she herself pronounces 
release. 

i’rom the practical point of AueAA%r there- 
fore, the criticism of perfection as stagnation is 
a meaningless one. On the other hand, as Ave 
have repeatedly seen, it gives meaning to toil 
and labour by putting a goal before ns. 2 and 
puts heart into our efforts by not making it 


r 



( 1 ) Even Martineau in whom the ethical senseis so strong 
is found supporting this trascendence : — “ it [the 
moral view of life] is founded on the differences of 
beings and things, and directs a discriminating regard 
to each according to its nature and character (p. 290 
Hours of )... .In contrast with the moral 

impulse of the mind which looks at the differences of 
things, is the devout which seeks their unity ; which 
ascends beyond all diffracted or intercepted rays to 
the prsmal light that flings them; and instead of 
remaining outside spectator of other beings, 
delights to lose itself in the embrace of the All in 
All and become the organ of the Eternal Wiir’ 
pp, 291”2. IMd, 

;2) Shall I find comfort, travel-sore and weak ? 

Of labour you shall find the sum. 

" . ' ' C* G. llossetti. 
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’unattainable for ns. i But for the* life of 
Cxod,— as much, and* more than for man — this 
do(?tt^n<5 of perfection as the end of human life 
is needed. Otlieinrise in eternally relating him 
to impcj’fect man, we make his self-limitation in 
creation a pertnaneiit one.® On such a basis '^vhy 


1 


(I) Gf, Thus to conceive . of a life; in and with God, 
worth-living, not for what it leads to, hut for what 
^ it is ; tbus to think of life as S'Whoh*., thus to con- 
ceive , of love 'and knowledge as eteniai fruition, 
will surely throw us back into' our life progre.ss 
and of action with a (juickened realisation of its- 
significance, with the sense of its inherent eon- 
tradiotion. banisliod, with its daily iraginents of 
intereouise with God, with nature, anal witli 
man, deepened into corumunion.*’ ‘Wicksteed. 
8 indies in Theolorjy, p, 26. 

(2} Dr. Scl^iiler lias most forcefully contended for this. 
He points out “ as the attainment of Perfection 
depends on the attainment of a complete hnrnnjny 
of the whole onvironment, it must include all beings 

And from this necessity not even God is exempt. 

To deny this is equally impossible on philosophic 
and religioi^s grounds.’^ “ PhiioFophically ’’ he pro- 
ceeds, “its denial involves a denial of the categtjry 



of Interaction, for if there is any interaction be- 
tween the Deity and the world, the former also 
must be affected, (p. 450 Riddles of the Sphinx ) .... 
And from the standpoint of religious omotitui, it 
is equally certain that the struggle of the imperfoet 
must be reflected in the conaexoasnoss of God. ^ God 
also cannot be happy while there is misery in the 
world. God cannot be perfect while evil endures, 
nor eternal or changeless, while the aim of the 
world-process is unrealised** (Do p. 451).^ It is 
poiifted out by Professor Mackenzie ^'that it is of 
the essence of a perfect whole that the parts cannot 
be satisfied to remain as^parts, but strive continually 
{Gon tinned on next page). 
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the Perfect should become imperfect receives ifo 
satisfying answer. But given God’s nature, 
creatiou has to be, and this logical necessity ‘‘ean 
rocoivo final vindication only Avhen the end set uj) 
before man is not finite, but infinite perfection ; 
to become God-like: to be i)erfcetj “even as 
your Father in heaven is perfect.” 

But two objections still remain^ which 
deserve notice-What, it will be ^said, of Faith 
Hope and Charity, concerning which Green in 



to reach the whole; and that this striving towards 
the whole is the secret of the time-procoss and of r 
its stormy longing.’* Elements of Constructive Fhilo- 
sopliy, p. 456. Present day Christian theology has 
fallen off from its own standards in its position as 
to the doctrine of perfection. I)r. Brown, for 
example, speaking of “ that complete moral perfec- 
tion which is the goal of Christian hope, ” adds 
“ for this, time is needed and training, a training, 
to which we can perceive no^ limits.” The Christian 
Hope, p. 174, Time on such a %dew is rendered 
eternal and we cannot speik of an eternal and 
unchanging Q-od any more. As for man^ he is pre- 
sented to ns as the most tragic instance of ‘arrested 
development.* 

No more ? A monster then, a dream, 

A discord. Dragons of the prime, 

That tore each other m their slime. 

Were mellow music matched with him. 

{In Memoriam LVI.) 

We de not, however* forget that there* are exceptions, 
and of these we would like to make honourable 
mention of the article “ State of the Dead (Christian)” 
by Dr* Charles Harris in VoL XI of Hasting’s 
EncyclopaeMa of Beligion and Ethics, 
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a classical passage lias expressed doubt! in re- 
lation to perfection,*' We do not think that 
these ’virtues will ever he incompatible with 
fullness of insight and love in man. "We still 
wonder n’t the ingenuity of a -work after we have 
comprehended it in every detail. Mature is 
no less full of wonders to the theist because 
Evolution has explained to us the ‘ how ’ of it. 
So the long process of God’s redemptive dealings 
wnth us will not he lost to our consciousness, 
hut the meaning of it w'ill he conserved and 
ijnd grateful expression in the sense of depen- 
dence of the redeemed on their Eedeemer. It 
♦ 

is this feeling of dependence and not any frag- 
mentariness of experience (moral or intelleetualj » 
that will mark the derivative character of 
human souls. In religious language eternal 
life is a gift and the consciousness of it will 
not he weakened hut deepened when the gift 
has been perfected. The relation of sonship is 
an indefeasible one, and the relation cannot 
be blotted out after we have understood our 
Father’s mind and entered into His possessions. 
The other objection and answer has been 


(1) Prolegomena § 
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SO weir put by Canon Storr 'tbat wo cannot clo 
better than quote his woy.ds in full. “Bui the 
question is sometimes asked— If growth: is the 
law of personality, and if the capacity for fur- 
ther growth is increased with eyery^ adTance 
made in growth, can you set any limits" to the 
process ? May not our ultimate destiny be an 
expansion of personality so great that we shall 
see the whole as God sees it ? And if that could 
come about should we not ease to be ourselves ? 
For we are ourselyes just in yirtue of 
our limitations. Eemove the limitations, and 
do you not remove the personality as we know 
it ?” ' Canon Storr while unfortunately unable 
«■ to accept the position implied in the question 
that we can attain to the wholeness of experi- 
ence like God, very truly points out: “ What, 
however, it is important to emphasize is the 
fact that the widening of ray relationships does 
not make me less a person, but more a person. 
The more I recognize and live out my affinities 
with the whole, whether of nature or humanity, 
the more intensely personal do I become. My 
experience grows richer, bat it is still ray ox- 

(1) Christianity and Immortality^ page 98. 
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paienee, which I continuously affirm, and to 
which I reach in own unique fashion. 
The ’l^ve’ which, hereafter will make me lose 
myself in service of the whole will only enrich 
my own .being. Immortality while it implies 
increased sociality, at the same time implies 
increased personality,” I Unless we are to 
drive a cleft through our experience and sunder 
altogether appearance from reality, unless 
development is ’to be a word full of sound but 
signifying nothing, wo have to admit per- 
sonality as our ultimate category in dealing 
with man and God. ^ We might speak of the 
superpersonal, ’if we will. But it will have to 
be as a protest against narrow applications of 
the word, 3 and not as a discarding of the 


■f 

(1) Christianity and Immortality t pp. 08-99. 

(2) Of. ** Value, it is not too much to say, becomes an 

abstraction when dissociated from the idea of purpose 
and realization. “ The Idea of God, p. 835. 

(3) I) r. Schiller, so far as is known to the present writer, 

furnishes the clearest illustration of this point.^ In 
denying self-consciousness " (but allowing “ comdous- 
mss *') to the perfect state, he expressly understands by 
the term *‘the power of consciously distinguishing 
oneself from one’s state, of contrasting what one was 
with what one is, of proTing one’s happiness to the 
satisfaction of others or 'of oneself, in short, of arguing 
about it/' (p. 439, Middles of the and proceeds 

(Continued on next page)» 
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principfo of personality as such. We are here 
dealing with only a terminological difference, 
as an acute writer points out and we sh-all do 
well to remember his warning conyeyed m the 
following words ; “But it will only he legiti- 

to ask “wkat need tken of self “consciousness in Heaven 
■■ and what could cause it in a state of perfection ?■' What , 
could there be doubtful to dispute P , Who could .raise 
a question about the reality of bliss such that it could 
arouse self-consciousness to refute its absurdiryP. Would 
happiness be any the more real being reasserted 
against denial, or w^ould not such assertion tpM /acta 
destroy its perfection P and if all were blessed, there 
would be no tempter to raise the question” (Ibid p. 440); 

This point also furnishes the element of truth, ii it is 
not at the back of Mr. Bradley’s condemnation of the . 
relational character as phenomenal and seif- con tradic- 
tory. A relation which helps to keep the terms con- 
cerned only at arms length, by emphasising the differ- 
ence and neglecting the identity involved in the process, 
brings on its own nemesis in a pantheistic reaction to 
absorption* 

Professor Mackenzie's views on Immortality deserve atten- 
tion, They also have a bearing, it will bo seen, on 
this point : — It certainly seems that any view of the 
uaiverse as a perfect cosmos must involve same concep- 
tion of the eternity of the individual life as an aspect 
of the life of such a perfect whole. And it seems 
natural to interpret this as implying that the life of the 
individual is sufficiently prolonged to enable him to 
realise its significance within the whole. But this 
might not mean an indefinite continuance. There 
might come a time in which the realisation of the in- 
dividual would involve a transcendence of the limitations 
that distinguish him from others’* (Elements of Construe- 
five Philosophy^ p. S91}. Again " Now, ff even the best 
human being may be said to transcend the limitations 
of a merely individual personality, it certainly seems 
^ reasonable to suppose that the unity of the Cosmos must 
involT® at least a similiar transcendence ” (Bo. p. 436) 
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nrato to decline to assert tlie personitlity ot 
tlie Absolute, on thp ground that it is so 
niuoli Tsnore than personal, if -we recognize that 
man also, in his degree, is already more than 
a person,” > No better principle could we 
desire* to sift the tlieistie from the pantheistic 
point of view here. 

(1) W. H. Moberly in Foundafio7%s, p. f.n. 
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The twin problems of evil and suffering 
■are the Achilles heel of Idealism. To the 
unsophisticated consciousness the solntion of 
Idealism has always appeared as containing 
something uncanny, suggestive more of an 
intellectual legerdemain, an attempt to make 
the worse appear the better reason. What the 
human consciousness rebels against, and always 
shall rebel, is the proposition that evil and 
suffering are necessary. However bald and. 
unphilosophical the proposition may sound, the 
human heart refuses to be cheated out of the 
* element of truth in it. The human conscious- 
ness, as we interpret it, would undoubtedly 
allow of a larger degree of ^ruth in the early 
na/ive conceptions of a paradise of undiluted 
bliss and of a consequent fall of man than that 
of, let us say, the philosoj)hioal doctrine of 
the relativity of good and evil, and the lower 
being transmuted into the higher in the 
Absolute. TV e do not forget that the unsophisti- 
cated consciousness, which we are appealing to, 
will be an uninstructed consciousness and stand 
in need of education. But the question is : Is 
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the educating to be an educating out ’of oxis- 
tenee and the transmuting a negating of the f 

lower? As Professor Pringle-Pattison remarks, ' 

Man must be anthropomorphic. AAhat we 
ask is simply that his anthropomorphism shall 1 

be deliberate, consistent, and critical, instead 
of being unconscious, partial, and arbitrary.” * 

We are, however, anticipating matters eon- ?. 

siderably here. 

" 'j ' 

What perhaps has largely contributed to 

the encrusting of the natural sentiments in this t 

-.region with the pale cast of thought, and our , 

acquiescing in what might be roughly called 
the evolutionary view— with reference to evil 
and suffering— is the fashionable doctrine of' | 

punishment as merely educative. That punish- f 

ment is also and primarily retributive is a lost 
truth for the modern mind, 2 Progress, it is 



(1) Man's J^lace in the Cosmos^ p. 201. 


(2) Professor James Seth lias pointed out how the total 
conception of punishment may contain various ele- 
ments indissolubly united** * ** The question is ** he 
asks **whioh is the fundamental ; out of which do the 
others grow?** Professor Seth*s answer is it is*" the I, 

eiemeitt of justice or desert,** which is "^the basis of 
the other elements in punishment.*' He proceeds ; 

“For accidental calamity, or for suffering which he !. 

(Oontimied on next page). 

S 
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said, is through extremes, and ive have paid? 
too dearly for our gains in v'hat we seem to 
have lost here. The ideals of the kindergarten 
dominate thinking to-day and we have with the 
much abused rod tabooed the words ‘penal’ and 
‘retributive’ from our vocabulary. Unfortuna'tely,. 
■with the loss of the words, as always happens, 
we have lost also the sense of the ideals for 
which they stood and our interpretation of life 
is a rose-coloured one with all the harsher 
features left out. 

But the harsher features are there in life: 
though not in our ideas of it, and now and 
^ again they press their presence on us and 
rudely shatter our day-dreams and their little 
systems, as in the world-convulsion of the last 


lias not bronglit on liimself, a man does not condemn 
himself. Such self-condemnation comes only with 
insight into the retributive nature of the calamity/* 
** It is just this element of justice that converts 
calamity or misfortune into punishment (Ethical 
Principles, pp. 322-3.) 

Punishment, doubtless, on a sufficient view, has to be 
educative. But the educative theory of punishment 
loads toudi with reality in its missing out this 
retributive element in all punishment. And this is 
done in the interests of a theory : that sin is not an 
irruption into the moral order, but an element of it. 


IDEA#iISM AND THE PEOBLEM OE ETIL 


lU 

’.great war, for example. ' Ko faithful c>bservatiou 
of life can leave the’se out and contingency — for 
that is the problem here — has been fully allowed 
for by Idealistic writers, as a fact, both in the 
matter, of freedom and suffering, s Perhaps the 
unsbphisticsfted conscience has not sufficiently 
realised the difficulty of the problem here be- 
fore thought — viz. the reconciling of unity and 
contiiigeney, and Idealism has doubtless chosen 
the better part in making the contingency fall 
within the unity, and not outside and so disrupt 
the unity altogether. For, as we should not 
fail to remember, this demand for unity is not 


% 



(1) It is worth noticing how it has restored the coneeptioi^ 

of justice in our thinking to-day. €f, Mr. Lloyd 
George^ 8 insistence on “ &$mt peace with Germany 
and making her pay for her actions, as against a weak 
letting her<» on grounds of mere love. It is an 
excellent illustration of the fact that the * love ^ that 
is argued against, and pitted against ‘justice/ Is an 
abstract love and not the love, the Whole, which holds 
all the virtues in unity. This perhaps will make us 
more tender with the antithesis between * love ' and 
* justice * which meets us in the old discussions on the 
Atonement. 

(2) Professor Mackenzie, for example, speaks of *‘the negativ- 

ity, imperfection, and evil that are^ so painfuliy 
apparent in the universe as we know it-*^ EUmmig 
of Constructive Fhiloiophy, p. 439. 4*gain i “ The 
material system, with its somewhat chaotic play of 
forces, would seem to represent the downward path, 
the path of disruption (symbolized, I suppose, in the 
conception of a ** Fall '*), Do p. 445 . 
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merely th5 demand of the life of the intelieot,^' 
bnt is a demand as much of ' the moral ' and the 

. , r . 

religious 2 life. So, if Idealism is adjudged as 
failing in this harmony, it would have failed 
in a noble cause. For we all have to attempt it, 
and in this sense we are all idealists — those %ho 
care for the integrity of life. 

To the repeated objection, therefore, ()an all 
life be rationalised? we are compelled to give a 
twofold answer-, a ‘yes’ and a ‘no’, and each of 
these, to be rightly understood, has to be taken 
with the proper context in which it appears-. , 
The criticism that we cannot fully rationalize 
life 3 is all right if it is a criticism from the 
Inside, but it is all wrong if it is from the 
outside. And of both these contrasted but rela- 



(i) Correlation of some sort is a demand which the ethical 
consciousness makes of the uniyersal scheme of 
things/* Pringle “Pattison : Theism^ p. 25. 

{2} The meanings of religion has been said to be : ** that 
men haYo faced the things which seem fitted to drive 
them to despair, and in the presence of those things 
they have not despaired, have not doubted of God, 
have no^ been driven to that silence which is the 
only serious one, the silence fcf heart and of hope.** 
Blewett : Tht BhriBttany^iew of the World, p. 294. 

(3) Cf ** We postulate rational connection in experience, 
^nd up to a point we find it, yet unrationalised ele- 
m^nts always remain Galloway ; The Fkiksaph^ of 
"Meligion, p. 5S8, 
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^ted errors we have to beware if we are to save 
ourselves from shipwreck here. 

"What then are the conditions on which -we 
can h%ve contingency within the unity ? The 
onl/ way tb secure it, it seems to us, is to 
allow for oimn possibilities in our doctrine of 
fi-eedoip. i This is a corollary, we take it, from 
a position like Professor Fraser’s that evil 
should never be ; that evil while a possibility 
need not be an actuality in the evolution of 
the universe^ 2 and if we are to be honest with 
this distinction we have to find a place for 
it even in the experience of Clod, iznless we are ' 

prepared to say that wkat is real for us becomes 

(* 

unreal at a higher plane of consciousness and thus 


(1) This is Martineaii’s classical position. Among more 
modern defenders of it, may bo mentioned Professor 
James Seth: “Ethical, if not psychological, choice 
implies a real aUernativo (Ethical Principles, page 
380); and Dr. Galloway: ** And so long as it 
[character] is not a perfectly unified and consistent 
whole, it contains within it certain open possibilities, 
which may lead to^ difi’erent courses of action ... It is 
these open possibilities which make the»act of choice 
a real choice, and explain the agent’s conviction that 
he could have done otherwise.” The Philosophy of 
Religion, pp. 538-39. 

(2) See Supra p, 22. 
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shut US up ill a world of merp illusion. ' Pace to 
face with the Idealistic positrons (1) that there _.is 
no distinction between the possible and * the 
actual, 2 and (2) that human freedom is in- 
consistent with a Whole {i.e. dependency on 
God), ® we can only as a last resort appeal to 
our experience, 4 repeat with Professor Pringle- 
Pattison that we should not let any thecp:etieal 
difficulty override a spiritual certainty. If it 
is said, further, that we are sinning against the 


(1) Martineau^s advocacy of the limitation of God’s fore- 

knowledge in the interests of human freedom 
is well-k^nown. A Study ofEeligio^i, VoL 11. pp. 
263-4. Dr. Galloway lias ably followed in Marti- 
neau’s footsteps here in supporting this limitatio'n. 
“It has been said ** he remarks “ that God» in contri- 
buting the means to the decisions of human wills, 
has made it possible for himself to foreknow the 
issue. Yet this is not intelligible, unless you 
suppose that the means also qpntains the ground of 
the decision. And we cannot speak of human freedom, 
if the sufficient reason of an act lies outside the self 
as will ” The Philosophy of Religion pp. 489-90, We 
also can call in the authority of Professor Pringle- 
Pattison on this point* See Supra p. 8. 

(2) Mackenzie : Elements of Constructive FUlosophy^ p. 440. 

(3) The •* effort to vindicate God from the charge of being 

the cause of evil and sin Oaird says “ tends in another 
way to come into collision with the elementary senti- 
ment of all religion, the feeling of dependence upon 
Cod'' ^Evolution of Religion, Yol II, p,5*24). This also 
seems to be one of Professor Mackenzie’s contentions on 
, p. 434 of his Elements of Constructive Philosophy. 

(4) For our consciousness of freedom Cf. “ In the common 

‘ {Ccmtinued on next page). 


IDBA-BISM AND THE FEOBIiEM OF EVIL 119 
s ■ : . ' ■ ^ 

law of causality, -we would know tlieil at what 

worth to take statenients like new beginnings 
being not inconsistent with unity, and realise 
that similarity of terminology hides but the 
actuality of a merely necessitated universe. Such 
a view will only lead us to a re- examination of 
our idea of causality with the object of making 
it'square with the facts of the moral life. i A 
refusal of open possibilities in choice we should 
remember does not make, as it is usually sup- 
posed, for the unity of the universe, but for 
a dualism of it, a dualism which besides 
is an ultimate one, allowing as it does for an 


imman experience of remorse there is implied the con- 
viction that diiferent possibilities of action were open, 
and therefore that the agent is accountable for what ho 
did accountable not necessarily exiemot human or 

divine* but primarily and inevitably to himself, to the 
inner tribunal of his own nature in its alternative 
possibilities.” Professor James Seth ; Ethical PrinoipUs, 
p. 371. And for a I'econciliation of this our partial 
freedom with our ultimate dependence on God, 6/. 
Professor Pringle-Pattison's remarks, quoted Supra p. 

(1) This is done by Martineau, who distinguishes between 
the physical and the psychological interpretation of 
the word ‘cause* Study of Religion, Yol II p. 233. cf 
“Causal connection is right enough in its own place, but 
there is a causality of freedom/* Galloway, The Philo- 
sophy ofJEteligion, p. 538. Prof. James Seth parries the in 
terpretation a point further when he points out ** Uni- 
formity or mechanism maybe instrumental, an organic 
element in the life of the self; but the supreme category 
of that life is freedom/* Ethical Principles, p. 378. 
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original 'principle of eril alongside of tlid^ 
principle of good. Theism ^ is impossible under 
such circumstances, i arid also morality ^pre- 
supposing as it does a development of good out 
of e'vil), 2 V'ithout allowing for the very 
principle which it seeks to rule oul — the fact of 
open possibilities or change of character. The 
entail of evil with which we are born, while it 
hinders our moral development, does not^rid us* 
of the responsibility for it. We are only relieved 
of this responsibility w^hen we cease to be per- 
sons and become things. 3 And the statement 
that in the last analysis we make our characters. ' 
does not prevent our allowing to the fullest 



ex;tent of the social character of morality. The 


1 


1 


V ■ 
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;^rmciple of individual responsibility and that 
of the solidarity of the race, as >ve have tided to 
show^ are not mutually contradictory, but 
mutually complementary truths, though Idealis- 
tic orthndoxy^ does not al-ways allow of it. 

According to the view we are defending 
here we can therefore accept whole heartedly all 
that Idealism has to say of this world as ‘the 
vale of soul-making,’ provided it is at the same 
time honest as to its characterisation of the 
process of this vale as ‘ the chapter of accidents.' 
'litis true that the accidents get wrought into the 
texture of a whole in our experience, but that 
does not do away with their previous character 
as accidents. For example, the truer the re-* 
pentauce is, the deeper this consciousness of 
accident.2 It doeb not help to clear thinking 
to slur over this very vital difference. We 
speak of Time as healing wounds, and it is 
one of the most beneficent economies of Xature. 



(1) The characterisation is Professor Bosanqiiet’s. So also is 
the first expression, got from Keats. 

Of, With keen regret there always goos the belief that ■ 
somethiifg better was possible.^ This is conirmeci by the ; 
fact, that the more fully a man is persuaded that in the 
arcumstances, h© could not have' don© otherwise, the less 
s his regret for the wrong done.** Gallow^ay, The FMloso- 
^Eeligionf p. 536. 
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Lndoubtediy this long distance vision is tlfe 
truer one, helping us to se,e pain and suffering 
in their true perspective, and from ■which ■we 
are precluded at close quarters. But it would be 
a most inproper use of the doctrine of the- degrees 
•of truth to deny from this ■vantage ^oint 
all reality to the earlier stages gone through. 
Was the wound healed a sham or a real one? 


The price that was paid was it a mere make"- 
believe? That way lies the road to the City 



•of Mere Illusion. It is only in proportion as 
we take the suffering as real — that is recon- 
cile ourselves to it as from the hand of God — 
that we can reap the after-fruits of it in pesrce, 
insight and joy* The past lives in the present, 
though transfigured. What is wanted here- 
is an inclusive view which will do justice to 
both the aspects of our experience, pointing out, 
it is true, their relative value, but not denying 
one in the name of the other. We can therefore 
speak of contingency as mere a^pjoearance from 
the point of view of the completed process, 
provided we remember that it has to be ver^ 
real , for the f toeess, “ The contingence is ” as 
has been renwked “ in the deepest vie-w, con- 
tributory to— ot . rather an essential condi* 
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tfon^ of“tlie perfeetion of the wholejbut it 
TV’ears the appearance^ of a foreign element in 
which’, and in spite of which, the divine purpose 
is worked out ” i. We have emphasised the 
fact of ’contingency within the unity of the 
whole because, we think, such an admission helps 
to lighten considerably the problem of moral 
evil and^snffering. Just as the moral conscious- 
ness refuses to dispossess itself of the responsi- 
bility for its actions in favour of a necessitated 
universe, so no amount of proofs of suffering 
^s merely educative will go down the human 
mind. Such a method has made more sceptics 
than converted them. The theory of “a care- 
fully adjusted scheme” — for that is what the , 
merely educative view of sujOfering comes to — 

“ is strangely inadequate ”, so Professor Pringle- 
Pattison tells us , “to the nature of the tremen- 
dous Pact we would explain”. 2 “Nature,” he 
points out “ is more than a training school of 
the moral virtues in the specific sense; it is an 
element, savage and dangerous, into which the 
human being is thrown to show what stuff he 
is made of — an element testing with '* merciless 


(1) The Idea of God, T?.m. 

(2) The Idea of God, p. 414. 
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seven t/ his po'wers of courage and endurance, 
hut drawing from him thereby the utmost of 
which he is capable So much for natur&l evil* 
And when we come to moral evil, the evidence is 
no less explicit. For contingency “ earlues with 
it dangerous possibilities — extremities of wicked- 
ness and of suifering, which it would be hard in 
deed to justify, if we considered them ap specific 
parts of a deliberate plan”.^ This deep disorder in 
the life of man and of l!Tature cannot merely be 
pointed out and left at that. Immortality with its 
redress of wrongs seems but a further and a be-, 
lated confession of the irrationality^ of our present 
universe. It leaves the why ” of the problem 
' of suffering still unanswered, if, indeed, it does 
not throw us back into the vicious circle of its 
being merely educative. The sa'me is the case with 
the principle of vicarious suffering with which 
life is shot through and through. It describes 
the situation but does not fully explain it. By 
themselves both these principles are inadequate. 
For a more satisfying solution we have to look 
elsewhere^. This deep disorder can only find its 

(I) lUdt ‘ 
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actequate explanation in tlie sin of man. It is 
the l)ivine retribution for an outraged moral 
order,^a' retribution in which, however mys- 
teriously, Nature seems to share with man. That 
progress -should be lop-sided, that the only way 
to hofeour thS laws should be by the way of 
breaking them, that the right thing could not be 
done the right way, these’ are the tragedies 
of a history which has been diverted from its 
normal course of development by the effects of 
■sin. While the effects of sin on human history 

are too patent to be ignored, the relation of the 

■«» 

disorder in nature to the sin of man stands on 
a somewhat difPerent footing. On this difficult 
problem we confess we have not sufficient light, . 
It is not open to us to hold that in virtue of 
foreknowledge God created Mature, as we find 
her, to suit a sinful humanity. Nor can we 
acquiesce in one law for the natural world and 
one for tbe spiritual world. Professor Pringle- 
Pattison has said in one place' that the moral 
consciousness wants the feeling that the 
universe is somehow back of it, and much though 
there is that’we do not understand and cannot 

.(1) ♦* If mofaiitj is to b© fuliy iiistified must believe that 

in morality we imvo the uniTerso somehow behind ns/’ 
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account for here, we cannot give up this faith^ 
which is the Idealistic faith in the ultimate 
ratiGnality of the universe. Our conclusion' has 
come to wear a dogmatic air, but we trust that 
we have come by this view of a Fall, c and the 
consequent derangement in out universe, by 
way of an examination of our experience, and 
not by the superimposing of any foreign mate- 
rial on it. 

But since we have allowM for the reality 
of contingency, we can go as far as Idealism 
will in the necessitated character of our experi- 
ence in treating evil as a means to good: to 
say, with Caird, that it is absorbed as am^ele- 
ment into the life of the good itself.' Here 
Idealism is on its home ground and its 
treatment is ever fresh and suggestive. The 
constitution of our nature being what it is 
to*day, evil is undoubtedly the gateway to good- 
ness both in the life of the individual and of 
nations. The unfolding of our actions always — 
in ‘the individual as well as in the race — brings 
us with a shock to self-knowledge, and till this 
is brought about we but live in a fool’s pai'adise. 

..This explains, for example, the sudden fail of 
The pf Bdigkn, YoLIIp, UL 
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persons who seem to go through life nnamirched 

by vice and as paragons of virtue, and the 

com'para'tivo steadiness of those with a more 

chequered career, persons who have drunk botli 

oat of the founts of good and evil.' The incipi- 

ent eVil in (?ur characters is brought to light 

in acts of sin and in being brought to life kills 

itself, or more strictly is given a chance to kill 

it?self. And it is much better for the volcano to 

burst, and man being brought to self-knowledge, 

than to live in ignorance of the impending 

danger on the top of a crater. And what is 

true of the individual is also true of nations... 

This is the only hope of the restoration of 

broken relationships between peoples, relation- , 

ships broken by the most wanton acts of 

inhumanity and wrongdoing, provided however 

they rouse adequate repentance and bring forth 

fruits worthy of repentance in the wrongdoer. 

, This latter proviso is important. Idealism in 
its great exponent, .Edward Caird, has based 
its creed of Optimism on a background of 

(1) 0/ ** There 18 some meaning in the old theory about wild 
oats ; and a man who has not had his greenrsiolsness and 
got done with it for good, is as little to be depended on 
as an unvaccinated infant.'* Stevenson in ** Crabbed Age 

and Youth," 
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Pessimism on the life and teachings of Jesnsj' 
and it is significant that tiie Teacher who said 
“It must needs be that offences come ^dfied 
also “ but woe unto him through whom they 
come.” and the supreme exposition of sin as 
the necessity for the expression bf redem'ptive 
love has the searching question. “ Shall we 
continue in sin, that grace may abound^ ?” and 
the Apostle’s significant repudiation : “ God 
forbid. How shall we, that ai'e dead .to sin, 
live any longer therein ?” 3 The paradoxical 
character of our deepest experiences has been 
remarked on as “ the open secret * ” of the 
religious experience, but it has not always bsen 
, easy to preserve the balance either in practice 
■or in theory. 

Perhaps the most striking part in a striking 
exposition is that where Edward Caird points 

(1) In Jesaa’ teaching “ all the phenomena which had given rise 

to a doubt of the justice of God, and even to a belief 
that He had abandoned this world to the power of evil, 
were explicable as necessary for the development of the 
highest good.” _ {The Evolution ofBeligion, Yol. II p. 
104).^ And in it we rise “ to the idea of a goodness ... . 
which uses the antagonism itself as a means for its own 
manifestation.” (Ibid., Do. p. 107.) 

(2) Bom.'Vl’l, , 

(S) do. do. 2. 

<4) fflie exirression is Professor Pringle-Pattison’s. 
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the necessity of vicarious suffering for the 

conquest of evil.' Here the path of the Cross 
is tl^e 'path of Light : Via Cruets Via Lucis. 
And this vicarious suffering can only be possible 
out of p. heart of Love which gives us the faith 
to set through the evil into the good of men and 
things — a conviction in the ultimate rational* 
ity of the universe; one which sees in the enemy 
df to-day, members of the household of faith 
to-morrow. The’resultant doctrine of God that we 
have in such a view therefore is one which amply 
satisfies the suffering heart of man and makes 
the hard things of life bearable and explicable. 
rGT* man refuses to believe in a God to whom 
our sufferings but minister to his aesthethie 
enjoyment, or to be an actor in a gladiatorial 
contest just to give proof of the development 
of his muscles and sinews. As one whose ex- 
positions ever keep to the verities of life puts 
it : “ There are features of the world-process, 

I have admitted, so horrible that wc often feel 
them to be frankly intolerable. The agonies of 
helpless suffering from age to age and the 
depths of infamy and cruelty which the human 


(1) liectaw Seveatli : lUd^ Vol. 11. 
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record discloses — are facts like these to ho 

reconciled with the controlling presence '"of a 

principle of reason and goodness?”! "And we 

have from the same master-hand the truer and 

the more satisfying conception expressed as : 

“ No God, or Ahsolute, existing in solitary Hiss 

and perfection, but a God who Htcs in the 

perpetual giving of himself, who shares the 

life of his finite creatures, hearing in and with 

them the whole burden of their finitude, their 

sinful wanderings and sorrows, and the suffering 

without which they cannot be made perfect.”''^^ 

We have tried to show that J;he great con- 
tribution' of Idealism to our subject is'*’the 
insisting on finding a place for contingency 
within the circle of the unity. We also have 
tried to indicate the corrditions on which 
such a position could be made to be consistent, 
as it appears to us, with Theism. But we 
have no desire to overlook the fact that the 
Idealistic tradition has not always developed 
along theistic lines, and that there are elements 
in it which cannot be reconciled with Theism. 

» ^ 9 

(1) lie* 414. 
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Of these, as relevant^ to our subject, we have 
already meutioned th,e question of the jdace of 
inde’tefinination in the^ development of the 
will. One or two other points deseiwe a clos- 
ing mention. The Idealistic doctrine of the 
relativity of good and evil should be one ; and 
the second, that we never choose the evil as 
suck. 

In connection with the first point, the 
question that we would like to ask is : Is sin 

relative to the life of man, or to the life of Grod 
a-s well ? ” If not the latter, ' then the distinc- 
tion^ between ,good and evil is not merely 
relative but absolute both for Q-od and man— - 
though in the latter’s sinful experience, as we 
have tried to acknowledge, there is a sense 
in which it could be" said to be relative. In an 
interesting paper on the subject Professor Sir 
Henry Jones warns against a hasty applica- 
tion to the infinite — to God, of what is true of 
the finite ; for what is true of the parts may not 
be true of the whole ; and what may be true 
of the process ,of the ideal may not be true of 

(1) Of* ** Is etil an ©lament in the life ol G-odf If so, it must 

cease to he real evil/^ Seth ; Ethical Erimipks^ p, 44G. 
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the ideal.”' And while fully admitting the^ real 
eharaoter of evil^ (infinity experience) questions 
whether it is permanently real on the ground 
that correlatives are not necessarily eq^uipol- 
lent.3 Whether this supports Theism or not, 
we shall presently see. But tliat there is a 
theistio element in Idealism we have never 
denied, but have built our hope ^ on. 'Dr. 
Barbour, for example, points out how it” is 
furnished in Mr. Bradley’s doctrine of degrees 
in reality and truth, and in Edward Caird’s 
use of the ideas of organic unity and evolu- 
tion.* But this only throws our question — the 



a) In a footnote to a paper on ‘ Tb© Problem of Evil * read 
^ at tb© Tenth National Conference of the (British) 
Unitarian Churches, held at Bolton* I am quoting 
from a reprint of it in the pages of the Indian Messenger 
(Calcutta), June 27, and Jul3r4, 1909. 

(o) “ No sooner is it admitted that evil is real— real in as true 
a sense as any other element of our experience is real- 
then it is presupposed, without any inquiry or proof, 
that evil is permanently real and cannot be overcome.’’ 

O') « I admit that good and evil are so intimately correlative 
^ ^ that they subsist only through their opposition. 
Their correlation gives them being, and you can de- 
mand no deeper or fuller admission. But I would 
point out another unexamined presupposition in your 
argument. You assume without proof, and even without 
exSnination, that things which ar# essentially correl- 
ative must also be equipollent; and this assumption, 
cannot be proved, for it is not true.” 

44 ) IJm to Theism^ p. 22. 
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relativity of good and^ evil— back fur th’er into 

the very life of Gos| and hei*e, as is wcdl 
knowK, Idealism in most of its adherents makes 
no distinction, to turn back to Sir Henry’s foot- 
note, bettveen “ the process of the ideal ” and 
the existence of the ideal fn itself. In the 
words of one of the persistent erities of this 
aspect of Idealism ; The defect of Hegel’s 
•way of stating^ things is this that he appa- 
rently refuses to recognize any distinction 
between the process of human experience and 
what -we may call the divine experience— the 
actuality of the divine life.”' Were it not 
for’^this identification there would be nothing 
to prevent our accepting Professor Mackenzie’s 
point “ that there is no inherent absurdity in 
the conception a perfect whole containing parts 
that, in themselves, are imperfect and eviL”2 
As it is, however, this identification applies 
the axe to the very root of things and 
there is no more any Morality, God or the Ideal 
left for us to discuss. To quote Professor 
PringJe-Pattison once more : “ Now, obviously, 


(1) Priaglo-* Pattisoa, Tim Lmiures m p, 

(2) JSlemmts of Constructive Philosophy ^ p, 441. 



(2) E, M. j^ordon in Harvard Theologicgl Review YoL 

XIIT, Ha, 1.^ As Professor James Seth puts it ** both 
^ood and evil are resolved into a tertium quid ” Ethical 
Principles^ p, 400. 

(3) April 1910. 
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if this identification is pressed it is tantamonift 

f ^ 

to a denial of any self-centred divine life,— any 
actuality of God for himself^ in the Hegelian 
phrase. There is no knowledge, that is to say, 
in the universe, no understanding of the scheme 
of things anywhere, more comprehensive* than 
that which works itself out in laborious pateh- 
Avork In this and the other human brain. There 
18 no goodness, no justice, no tenderness, save 
that which springs in the human heart.” ' 

In the moral sphere this thorough-going 
relativity changes for us the connotation of 
“ good ” and “ evil.” Instead o| the ‘ good ’ 
it gives u&, as has been smartly said, “ a good 
' pln^ evil mixture,”? and yet works out its 
system (of good getting stronger by its fight 
with evil and evil being fihally overcome by 
it) by surreptitiously bringing in the old end 
common connotations of the terms and trading 
on them. “ For that term [^.e. the ‘ good ’] ” 
as a writer in the Mihhert JournaP points out 
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continiie to suggest ■what is now »cottstru- 
.>:d as one of its partial aspects. And the new 
conception appears to be a solution of the original 
problem only because of this suggestion. It seems 
to suggest a victory of good over evil, whereas it 
really asserts ’only a perpetual and doubtful battle 
bet'ween the t'wo, giving a certa infixity and final- 
ity to the evry situation from •which it promised 
■deliverance.” For the conservation of ethical 


values weshall therefore have to side ith Lotze’s 
bold words when he affirms: ‘■‘Evil is no ingredient 
^■of good. By denying the real evilness of evil you 

' evade the burden of the mystery, but you also 

forleit the lilessedness of good and the hope of 
salvation.”* To the insistent contention of. 
Idealism that in experience we find evil neces- 
sary for good (indhe sens© of being a necessary 
element in it), we think we can as confidently 
appeal to the same court to prove the contra- 
dictory of it, provided we take not merely a 
part of its deliverance {viz. the part which fits 
in best with our theory) but the whole of it. 
If we do this, we shall find it to contradict the 
plainest and most elementary delive rances of 

”7lTior~^and the previous quot^ion I am iudebted to Dr- 

^ ^ UrciEhart^s Fantkcmm md tm Valm Ltje, 
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the morfil consciousness. ^ “ The necessity , of 
Sin is,<’ ’ as P rineijial Caird ^points out “ a self- 
eontradictory notion, denying in the predfeate 
■vrhat the subject aflBrms.” And the same con- 
seiousness which testifies to the contraftlictory 
character of the necessity of sin, testifies to the 
possibility bf a sinless development. Otherwise 
the “ ought is a hollow mockery ,2 This 
interpretation of experience becomes all the^ 
more anomalous when the relentless logic of the 
pCTfeet requiring the imperfects is made to 
give us a developing God. We submit, on the , 
other hand, that here our experience forces us 

f 

, ,™' . " " I I II ; ■ ■. . , I . ■ 

(1) The pros and cons of the ease have received very fair con- 

' Privcipal Oaird’s discussion of the subieot. 

The ^wndutyieutdl Ideas of ChfistiQuity^ 

(2) df. “To say thatthe actual, and the possible in human life 

are, in the last analysis, identical,; to resolve the ‘ ought 
to be into the • is '-would bo to falsify the healthy 
consciousness of mankind.” Seth : Mhical Frin- 

(3) The following will perhaps be thouglit a most venture — aomo 

ap^opnati^ of this principle with reference to the life 

th 1 1 and activities in his being- 

that must be held in subordination, a struggle that may 
be pictured in the strife in nature ; and the resulting 
harmony 18 his perfect and blessed character. But this 
perfection depends upon stress of will and the ioy of 

any dark spot or core 
of evu to God, but only to allow him such Lperiences. 

Tt conditions and crowns of righteousness. 

self-control and the self- 
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fb out of ourselvcg and find in the etmia! 
fullness^ a^nd perfection of G-od the presiippo.si- 
tion ltf all moral development.* A God who 
stumbles into perfection through the experi(*nee 
of evil "is a God with his occupation gone. 
Humanity has no need for such a Being. As 
Professor Pringle-Pattison has said : “ one is at 
-a loss to see why the title of God should be 
bestowed on an individual essentially of the 
human type, though, no doubt, on a larger scale 
and at a higher stage of development ; and one 
,is bound to conclude that such a developing 
demi-god would give the same account of his 
own development as the moral and- religious 
man among ottrselves. Be would describe it ’’ 
as a new insight into the nature of things^ 
due to the leading of a higher God, who would 
he God indeed. It seems to me impossible to 
over-ride the testimony of the religious con- 
sciousness on this point. As we have contended, 
such experience is only possible to a finite being 
rooted in an infinite nature. And from an 

(1) ** The iiltiiijat© iaexplieability of this [i.e. ** bow an ethical 
world-order issued from an impersonal and non -moral 
gouroe/'] taken along with the positive demands of the 
religious consciousness^ is our final justification ^for 
affirming that God is a perfect personal and ethical 
spirit.*^ Ballowm---The FliUoBopJiy Meligmh P- 
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ultimate metaphysical point, of view, it appepjr^ 
me, our conclusion mu^ he that progress is 
predicable only of the part which can interact 
with other parts, and in such interaction, has the 
nature of the whole to draw upon. It is* unin- 
telligible as applied, to the wfi,ole, anS the 
temporal view of things cannot therefore be 
ultimate.”' 

From a criticism of the deistic Grod as 
■external and finite, Idealism proceeds to con- 
clude the Theistic Creator to fall under the same 
category. This is because God, for Idealism,, 
has no actuality of life for himself, as we h^e 
seen, and’ this exposes — nothing better — ^itg 
out and out pantheistic basis. It is *'• the entire 
immanence of God in man as well as in 
nature, and the resulting unity of God and man ” 
that is maintained here. 2 Principal Iveraeh’s 
1‘ejoinder seems to us to be very conclusive. 

“ You say that God is not an object among other 
objects, but He is the subject for which all 
objects are, 'Well, religion, with imperturb- 
able conviction, makes reply, and, says. Yes; 

(1) The Idea of Qod, p. 383. 

(2) Seth* Frindples p, 444. 
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Xjr(^ is the subject ^for which all objects are, 
but He is also an c^bjeet for me with whom I 
have come into communion, and He has spoken 
to me. Religion makes the further request to 
science and philosophy, had you not better try 
to conceive a kind of unity which will enable 
me to look at all things in Grod and God 
. in all things, and yet maintain that God 
'is something for Himself, and something 
directly for me ? Have you exhausted the 
possible kinds of unity? A God there- 
fore who stands outside his creation is apt to 
have very different meanings for the Idea- 
list and the 'Iheist, So also with the thought that 
redemptive Love is “no' ‘accident’ of the divine, 
experience, but the very process in which God’s 
life consists.” 2 q'o the Theist, it means that 
“world-history is not something at which God 
looks on as a spectator or which He directs 
from above, but something in which he gen- 
uinely partakes. ”3 To the Idealist, on the other 
hand, it carries with it the implication that 

( 1 ) Thehm in the light of Present Scieme and PMUsoghj : 

pp, 395-6.^ It is^ Edward Oaird^ view oT C^od tliat is 
specially in Principal Iverach’s'view^ ■" 

(2) Pringle-Pattison in The Spirit, p. 16. 

(6) W. H» Moberly : FoundaUom, p. 510. ■ 



(1) Mackenssie : Elements of Gonstructive Philosophy ^ p< 

{S3 ' W. Mms'Oreatrmf p. 287. 

W* fempH'S Emndatiom, p. 220. 
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evil“is soinehow involYed in the being of God 
Mmself.” I We do not forged that this latter 
view of redemption has found coiisiderarbfe 
fayour amongst a certain school of Christian 
theologians. One of the most brilliant of 
these thus discourses on the two aspects of it — 
the man-wai*d and the God -ward. ‘‘And of 
course it is only so far as self-will is con(juered - 
by love that it is justified as an element in the 
world’s history. But when eonquei’ed it is 
justified. It may become good for me that I 
have sinned, that I may love God as my Redeem- 
er ; it may prove good for Him that I have 
sinned, that- He may have the joy ^ of my re- 
demption.” 2 This view involves the neces- 
sity of sin for goodness. The element of truth 
in it — that constituted as we • are (i, e. in a 
sinful world} evil can be absorbed into the life of 
the ‘good’ — we have ali-eady acknowledged. But 
it means more — “that a world redeemed is 
better than a world that had never known 
evil” and to this, for reasons already given, 
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we are tillable to subscribe. From the .side of 
{?od, what this vfe-w seeks to conserve is the 
^rtjat tnith that “’the self-humbling and self- 
emptyiag and the self-forgetting sacrifice are 
themselves part of the eternal glory of God.”' 
This can bO* achieved, it seems to us by the 
great predication : ‘God is Love.’ It is tjie 
•nature of love to lose itself in the other. This 
is the very root of sacrifice, rather is sacrifice. 
In a sinless ’’world there is perfect harmony 
between the two principles of self-sacrifice and 
self-realisation. 2 In an imperfect and sinful 
world only do they fall apart. If God is love, 
'then whetf sin enters the . world his life will 
become one of sacrifice (as anti-thetical to reali- 
sation.) It will not be an importing of some- 
thing into his nature that was not there, but on 
the otherhand, an explicating of it in cour.se of 


(1) Bo* Bo. 219 . It slioiiM ■■ fee pointed ■ omi,' in all 
^ ^ fairness, tfeat Bisliop Temple allows as well for tJie 

tmtli in tfee view of Cferist’s tomiliation. ‘'St. Fatil 
sometimea speaks of His life as a period of liimiilia- 
tion between two eternities ' of- glory. No floiifet wo 
mast appreciate tlie tmtfe in this view/* Fmmdaiions, 
p?219. 

(2) For Bisliop Temple ^perfection* is tfee ultimate category. 

See SuprUi p. 103,/. ti* (1). 
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history. .Such a view alone can save the life..' 
of ‘good’ for us. I ' . *' 

The second point that Ve should" disau&s 

in closing is: that we never choose evil as 
To^quote Professor Sir Henry Jones : “Evil as 
evil, loss as loss, worse because it fs wors^ is I 
not a possible motive for human action.” What 
serves as motive “even in the drunken sleep of 

sin” is, in his words “some foolish dream" of an ' " 

impossible and misnamed good.” This is Idea- 
lisni s last heroic stand to save rationality in 
an irrational world. To prove the interde- 
pendence of ‘intellect’ and ‘will’, however, is not " 
to prove the impossibility of the (fefection cf 


of evil O/. Tennyson’s teaching in the" 
well-known stanzas {In Memoriam, LIU) . 

How many a father have I seen, 

A sober man, among his bfjys, 

Whose youth was full of foolish noise, 

Who wears his manhood hale and green : 

And dare we to this fancy givo, 

That had the wild oat not been sown, 

Ine soil, iett barren, scarce had grown. 

The grain by which a man may liye p 
Or, if we held the doctrine sound 

Por life out— living heats of youth, 
xet who would preach it as a truth 
To those that eddy round and round P 
Hold thou the good : define it well : 

. . Pw Divine Philosophy 

push b^ond heiy mark* and be 
' ^ the Lords of HelL ' 
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|he ‘will.’ For Idealism, as we hare s§on, tlfere 

isiio passage from the perfect to the imperfect. 
As ^PfofOssor James' Seth points ont, it is not 
possible to understand “how, in such a uniyerse 
as Mr. Caird’s, the evil which is an indubi- 
tabl® fact ef moral experience should occur ; 
...how this unreason should infect a universe 
which is rational through and through”'. 
Jdoral ‘evil, as Professor Seth points out, is 
“a misdirection of the will,” 2 and Idealism has 
no room for such a phenomenon within its 
system. Professor Mackenzie’s exposition of 
the subject is, however, an exception. He 
aJiows for W^fact of the defection of the will 
and his distinction between “ thd completely 
rational choice” and “human choice ” (whicli 
must be in some degree irrational )3 is a lumi- 
nous distinction,’ reaching down to the cause 
of this confusion and explaining it. In the 
first, undoubtedly, ‘will’ and ‘intellect’ work 
in perfect harmony. It is, however, in the 

(1) FdMml Frmcipks, p, 447. 

(2) mi p. 448 

(:]) Memmis 0 / C^nstructim Fktlosopk^f pp. 31)2-4, It 
■sfeoilM be noted that while allowing fcr the clefcetiori 
of the willt' Professor Mackensiie^ is not disposed 
to put any limits to the possibility of Imiiiaii re- 
pentance. 
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iiiuited ^and imperfect human choice that wp 
have the possibilities of th«) different elements 
of our rational life falling apart and aharchy 
replacing harmony. The inistako of Idealism 
consists, it seems to us, in applying^ to the 
second of these choices the conditions attendant 
on the fii’st. 

But on the cognate consideration involved 
in the question— the limits to diuman repent- 
ance — we would like to speak with the caution 
and reserve that the subject demands. The 
point here is whether any soul could b$ lost. 
It is interesting to note here how^ Idealism^ in 
advancing univers^' restoration is guilty" of 
a volte face. The determined foe of libertari- 
anism here out-Herods Herod, throws its former 
convictions (as to character determining action) 
to the winds and is prepared for contingency 
in its wildest form— ms., “ pure contingenee”. 
We, on the other hand, who haye advocated 
what has been called “ a qualified Indeter- 
minism, * which allows for a progressive 
determination of conduct by character, find it 

(1) So QallO'W'ay, p. 6i0 The Philosophy of Peligion. 
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hferd to believe ia aoy^ findk dens emi macfdna mdi. 
would 1,011 ve man to j;eap what he has sown. 
Thera is nothing surprising in this change of 
front on the part of Idealism. Tor Trecdum 
has no place in its necessitated being. There 
can, however* bo no getting into the house of 
Treedom by the back-door after access by thi' 
•*ir 6 ut ha^s been refused. Wo realise to the full 
tHat we cannot ^play Providence here and take 
on the solemn office of the Judge to distinguish 
and separate the sTeep from the goats. This 
blasphemous arrogating of power is, we think, 
what has strengthened most the cause of uni- 
versal restoration. But we, as unhesitatingly, 
affirm that it is within the power of man and ' 
within the purview of his experience, to reduce 
his life to a living»iio, to deceive others to the 
point of deceiving one's own self- When such 
a point is reached we might cease to be a per- 
so?i and become a more and rational 

control might give way to insanity, but we 
have ourselves led the way to such a pass and 
the responsibility is our very own. If we 
appeal to the collective experience of the race 


( 1 ) The characterisation is Frofesaor Jaioas Seth’s, Mtkical 
FrindpkSf p. »12l. 
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as treasm-ed ill its literature, the two bciok?3 
which kuow and describe the human heart best, 
the Bible and Shakespeare, we shall tfnd to 'be 
on our side. lago is a creation which pursues 
evil for the sake of evil, and Shakespeare has 
not been in the habit of laying' his colours 
thick for mere effect.’ When we come to the 
words of Jesus, we find him unrelentingly affirm-^ 
ing the awful possibility of a man’s losing hiS 
own soul. And whatever figure of speech there 
might have been in the descriptions of the 
consequent reward or punishment, there is none 
such in the reality of the alternatives presented 
by him to ^human • choice. Man chn and does 
, make a choice of final evil — that is the clearest 
testimony of Jesus. This is in a line, as we 
have tried to show, with thq doctrine of the 
freedom of man. Speaking of the last things we 
have Professor Pringle-Pattison saying: “If 
we believe in the ominipotenoe of love, the 
victorious issue may be secure — secure, that 
is to say, in the long run and in general 
out-line -hvit nowise determined as to the 
details of' its realisation in individtial lives or 

(1) He question ■was once raised in the author’s class by 
a yotipg student whether the character of lago was 
not overdrawn. 
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communities, and perhaps not even eca-tain of 

gathering all the sheep into the fold, so strange 
is *tke 'power of solf-determination vested in the 
finite will.” ' To this conclusion we find Dr. 
Eashdail eoncumng. “ It is perhaps too dog- 
matic to asseSrt ” he tells us, ‘^that every individ- 
ual will attain Immortality even among human 
souls”. 2 To expect anything more from God 
"would "be to expect from Him the impossible ; 
understanding''his “ omnipotence,” in the sense 
■of ability to over-ride intellectual and moral 
ne^jessities.” 3 

The real weight of the problem presses on 
us, however, when we come to the punishment 
of the lost — that “ ultimate punishment ” which* 
disengages itself^ as has been said, from the 
other and intermediate punishments, after they 
have failed of their corrective intent, and 
“which is hardly other than unmixed penalty.”^ 
How to reconcile ‘love’ and ‘justiee’ here is the 
final difficulty. The unification here, it seems 


(1) The Spirit, p. 18, 

(2) The Theory of Good mmi Mml,YQh lh\p.-M£. , 

(8) PriHgle**Patfcisoii in his Eihhert roTiew of McTaggart^a 
SomeBogmasofltdigionr'-.- 
[f) MaokintoBh : Christianliy and.-Bhii p. 215. „ 
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to US, to be sought along the lines of if" 
doctrine of Conditional Immortality. Evil*is 
dismtegrating in character, and punishment 
"Vfhieh ceases to appeal to the justice of it be- 
comes, after all chance of I’ecovery is gone, but 
mere vindictiveness and seems to se'i-ve no nforal 
purpose. Evil is left to work out its own end 
and in that meets with its final doom. ! If thfe .^ 
question IS to be judged on ethical and^philo 
sophical grounds this seems to be the line indi- 
cated for the solution of a very dark and baffl- 
ing iiroblem. 2 


(1) The foliowing extract from Martinean wiH be read 
especially in view of bis disallowing 
malevolence as a spring of action. The extract 
helps us to understand this disallowing in its true 
light and Martineau s high authority cannot be called 
we never* choose evil as such 

I none, except where Se 

nrfiL between an order of worth and an 

intensity m the springs of action : and 
while the latter has the field to itsdf, both bXe tht 
foimer dawns upon and after it has sunk away and- 
set, responsibility is absent and sin impossible 
The forfeitnre of freedom, the relapse into automatic 
necessity, is doubtless a most fearful penalty of 
- persistent unfaithfulness; but, once inSd it 

Inn Mr subsequent acts : they 

no longer form fresh constituents in the aggregate 
of gwilt, but stand outside in a separate record after- 
Its acco^unt is closed. Tbere is thus a SS" 
awful, but conclusive, for stopping the history If s^m. 

r (Continued on next page) ^ 
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and lacapacitating the agenl'ior mdofilitely com- 
mit ting more. ' The first ■impulse of the propfiests of 
^ ri^iteousnefls, wlteu tliey see hiru thus, is to cry * he 
• ^ eaimot cease from sin ' and .porhiips to predict for 
him eternal retribution : but, looking a little deeper, 
they will rather say, ‘be has lost the privilege of 
sin, and sunk away from the rank of persons into the 
. destiny of things.’’ A Study of Meiigion, VoL II. 

■M p..l08. - 

(2) Sec the Essay “ The Bible and Hell,” by the Eev* G. W. 
Emmett in Canon Streeter’s' Immortality. 
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I. In a coHimumeatioa wHcU Professor Priagle-' ■ 
Pattisqp *lms honoured me .with there occurs the 
following passage. As it helps us : to a. .real under- 
I standing of his position, I am venturing to give publicity 
*»4|> it : I am afraid I must admit ” he writes that 
iiP my oKfipter on Creation there ’ is to some extent a 
halting between *two opinions. I think I have empha- 
sised the divine transcendency more — and therefore in 
a sense the self-containedness of the divine Hfe~in my 
* #88ay in The Spirii,^^ 

* My statement on p. 140 that this view [m., 
Bishop Temple’s] involves the ■necessity' of sin for 
goodness” needs some explaining. For Bishop Temple;' 
it must be added, that though sin is made to turn to 
blessing, yet it ren^ains sin, purely and utterly evil.” 
Men% Creatrix p. 361. Further, “'f evil cannot be regarded 
as a necessary consequence of the very existence of finite 
spirits.^’’ (Do. p. 266). But mj- difficulty with his 
position centres round the assertion it may prove 
good for Him that I have sinned, that He may have the 
Joy of my redemption ” {Mens Creatrix^ p. 287). This 
strongly suggests to my mind that' new values are 
created for Grod. Sin, I have tried to argue, does not 
bring out something new in ' the character of love, but 


11 ^ S0ppl:^’mbntary jroT#| to part n 

omy explicates wliat was already there + • ** 

«>., .,p«, i^Ls ; .111:*’ 

-«J2' .'“'wmg 

rr ilr M» VewonTi.,,, J 

P- y». 1 gladly subjoin them here. 

* ^”p98 9 i'^iuy position » 

pp.98-9 Of course I readily admit th»t our hrfT 

man • Ume-span, ’ as Royce teyms it, is not ultl 
mate and will be transcended. But the changes 

lift a meaning id 

alue for God, and is this possible if ohafge is 

absolutely eliminated from His mind ? W * 

over the values of our finite- experience, mre 
bound up with development, and I doubt if they 
could be conserved in a future state which is an 
eternal * now.^ 

The problem h .b„a 

queeuoo bow far oar madane eiperieooe mist 
be tranaformed in tbe tranacenden. life. If «« 

r ■’ the eon. 

tinmty whioh aeema a moral danmnd ia loot.” 


